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Notice. 

A Digest of all the Cases reported in the “ Solicitors’ Journal and 
Weekly Reporter” during the legal year 1906-1907, containing 
references to the Law Reports, will be issued weekly, as a 
Supplement, during the months of August and September. 
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Current Topics. 


Court Fees u ¥ 
TA anew the Workimen s Compensation 

We print elsewhere a Treasury Order regulating the court 
fees payable in proceedings in the county court under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, which comes into force on the 
ist of July. It is provided by paragraph 13 of Schedule II. 
to the Act that no court fee shall be payable by any party in 
respect of any proceedings under the Act in the county court, 
by or against a workman, prior to the award, except such fee 
as may be prescribed for a reference to a medical referee under 
paragraph 15 of Schedule I. The new Treasury Order com- 
mences by re-enunciating this rule, the fees in respect of a 
reference to a medical referee being prescribed under the 
registrar's fees. On applications for the settlement of any matter 
by arbitration under the Act, where the proceeding is not by 
or against a workman, the plainté and hearing fees will be pay- 
able as in an ordinary action, the proceedings being calculated as 
upon a claim for £20. In proceedings for the enforcement of an 
award the existing practice is affirmed, and the court fees will 
be the same as on the enforcement of a judgment for the like 
amount in an action, less any prescribed registrar’s fees. On 
interpleader proceedings arising out of an execution issued for 
the enforcement of an award the fees will be the same as on 
corresponding proceedings in an action. The new order pre- 
scribes also the fees to be taken by registrars and bailiffs in 
proceedings under the Act, and, as regards registrars, the matter 
is regulated more fully than under the existing rules. The most 
considerable change as to amount seems to be in the fee allowed 
for an investment by the registrar. Hitherto the fee allowed 
has been 2s. 6d. Under the new order it is 5s. for every £10 
or part of £10 invested, with a maximum of 50s. This in- 
cludes the payment out or application of a sum allotted to any 
person by weekly or other periodical payments. It will be 
charged once only, and will be deducted from the sum ordered 
to be invested or allotted. 


The Anti-Gaming Acts of Australia. 

Tur Srreet Betting Act of last year was regarded by many 
persons affected by it as harassing legislation, but if we com- 
pare it with the laws which were passed in Australia during 
the same year, it must be held to be a cautious and moderate 
enactment. Horse-racing and betting had increased in Aus- 
tralia to an enormous extent. Not a day was allowed to pass 
without a race meeting within a radius of twenty miles of Mel- 
bourne and Sydney. In the cities themselves gambling was 
generally prevalent, assisted by bogus clubs. Vigorous mea- 
sures were demanded, and the first step was taken by the 
Legislature of New South Wales. By an Aot passed last year 
a fine of £100 was imposed on owners and occupiers who know- 
ingly permitted their premises to be used for the purposes of 
gambling, and any officer of police who satisfies a judge of the 
superior court that there are reasonable grounds for believing 
any premises to be gaming houses may obtain a declaration 
from the court; and after this declaration has been served on 
the owner or occupier, or posted on the door of the building, 
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any person found there may be arrested without warrant, and 
is liable to be imprisoned for six months, the onus of proving 
that he was there for a lawful purpose being upon the defen- 
dant. The number of race meetings within twenty miles of 
Sydney was curtailed; and newspapers were prohibited from 
publishing the odds on any future event, though they were 
allowed to give the starting prices on events reported. In 
Victoria the law is even more stringent. The police are em- 
powered to arrest without warrant any person found gaming or 
wagering in any street or open place, and all newspapers are 
absolutely prohibited from publishing the odds, or any adver- 
tisement relating to betting; and the purchase, and not merely 
the sale, of lottery tickets is made illegal. These Acts are said 
to have been effective in ‘putting a stop to bogus clubs, but 
serious doubts are felt as to whether they will in any way 
diminish the private gambling which continues to exist. 
Measurement of Distance. 

How pisTanog is to be measured in a covenant not to carry 
on business within a given distance of a house and premises 
has been the subject of numerous decisions, and the question 
has quite recently been raised in the Chancery Division under 
what is known as a “ barring clause,” by which the defendants 
bound themselves not to appear at any hall within a mile and 
a-half of the London Music Hall. In one of the earlier cases 
Leigh v. Hind, 9 B. & O. 774), in which it was alleged that the 

efendant committed a breach of a covenant not to carry on a 

ublic-house within half-a-mile of ‘“‘The Black Lion” in 

ishopsgate-street, the arbitrator took three different measure- 
ments, one following the course of a person going out of the 
doorway of the “‘ The Black Lion,” continuing for the most part 
along the foot pavement, but occasionally deviating from it into 
the carriage-way, and — the doorway of the defendant’s 
public-house which was alleged to be within the limit; 
another being the course of a person going out of the doorway 
of “The Black Lion” at right angles to it to a spot in the 
carriage way, and proceeding along the carriage way in the 
nearest direction a carriage could take to a spot opposite one of 
the doorposts of the defendant’s tavern, and passing from thence 
to the doorway of the defendant’s tavern, and a third measured 
from the centre of the doorway of “The Black Lion” to the 
centre of the doorway of the defendant’s tavern along the foot 
pavement and crossings for foot passengers. The majority of the 
court held that the half mile must be measured by the nearest 
mode of access, and observed that a distance which at one time 
might be greater than half-a-mile might, by reason of a new 
mode of access, be rendered less, and a person might thereby 
become guilty of a breach of covenant without any default on 
his part. Parxz, B., however, went further and thought that 
the proper mode of measuring the distance was by taking a straight 
line from house to house, or as he expressed it, ‘‘ as the crow flies.” 
In a later case, Mouflet v. Cole (L. R. 8 Ex. 32), the Exchequer 
Chamber agreed with Parxz, B., and added that the straight 
line must be measured on a map. This decision was founded 
on the presumed intention of the parties to lay down a fixed rule 
which would admit of no dispute. It might be thought that 
Mouflet v. Cole had settled the law. But the defendants in the 
London Music Hall case proposed to shew that, by the usage of 
the music-hall profession, the distance in a ‘‘ barring clause” 
was calculated according to a paper called Phillips’ Table of 
Distances. There was contradictory evidence as to this usage, 
and the learned judge held that it was not proved, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiffs. The law is not likely to be further 

uestioned. But although it may well be, as was said by 

LACKBURN, J., in Mouflet vy. Cole, a very simple matter to take 
the ordnance map and with a pair of compasses measure the 
distance between any two points, and then by the scale ascertain 
what the distance is, we are not surprised that some music-hall 
eat should prefer to decide the question by a table of 

ces. 
Procedure in Action Against Unincorporated 
Society. 

Tus Law and legal procedure of Scotland are not governed by 
Englieh authorities, but it is interesting to observe that the 
Scottish courts have adopted a rule of practice similar to that 
established in the Chancery Division by the Taff Vale Railway 





v. Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants (1901, A. C. 426), 
In Bridge v, Portland-street Synagogue the plaintiff brought 
an action in the Court of Session against an unincorporated 
society, the congregation of a Jewish synagogue, suing it by 
the name of “the congregation of the South Portland-street 
Synagogue, Glasgow,” and adding the names of persons 
described as the president, vice-president, honorary secretary, 
and treasurer; the committee of management, and office 
bearers of the congregation “as such committee and office 
bearers, and as representing the said congregation.” The 
defendants pleaded that the action was incompetent as againet 
the congregation, on the ground that an unincorporated society 
cannot be cited as such, but that all its members must be made 
parties to the action; that where in the decided cases such a 
citation was sustained, the decision proceeded upon one of two 
grounds—either that the conclusions of the summons did not 
give rise to any difficulty as to the mode of enforcing them, or 
where the claim, being one of damages, the difficulty of citing 
the individual members was so great as to make it practically 
impossible to do so and to amount to a denial of justice if 
every individual member required to be called. Lord 
Satvesen held that the action was properly brought, and that 
it must be taken to be settled that in every case where an unin- 
corporated society is sued it is sufficient for the plaintiff to 
call the society by its name and its office bearers and managers 
as representing it. Lord Satvesen referred to the Taff Vale 
Co.’s case, and said that it was interesting to note that the old 
common law rule in England was the same as in Scotland, and 
that, having been found to be too rigid for practical purposes 
when applied to unincorporated societies, it had been adapted 
in suits in equity to meet the difficulties presented by a multi- 
tude of persons interested in the subject-matter of litigation. 
There seems to be some uncertainty as to how a decree 
against a congregation and its office bearers in their representa- 
tive capacity can be enforced, but it is clear that if the office 
bearers of the congregation hold property of the congregation 
as trustees for it, such property may be made available to meet 
the plaintiff's claims. 


Private Street Works. 


Unper sEctTion 8 of the Private Street Works Act, 1892, 
frontagers who are liable to be charged with any part of the 
expenses of executing private street works have the oppor- 
tunity of objecting to the works before the justices, and one 
of the grounds upon which they may object is that the proposed 
works are unreasonable or that the estimated expenses are ex- 
cessive. But this power of objecting would lose much of its 
value did it not carry the right of appealing from the justices 
to quarter sessions, and it has been held in Pearce v. Maiden- 
head Corporation (1907, 2 K. B. 96) that such right 
of appeal exists. The Act of 1892 is an adoptive 
Act, but when adopted in any district it becomes 
one of the Public Health Acte for that district, and by 
virtue of section 1 is to be construed as one with the Public 
Health Actes. The provision, therefore, for the determina- 
tion of objections to private street works by justices is subject 
to section 269 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which gives @ 
general right of appeal to quarter sessions againet any order of 
a court of summary jurisdiction. This result appears to be 
inevitable, and the Divisional Court decided accordingly in 
the present case. The Act of 1892, as Lord Atverstons, C.J., 
pointed out in Hayles v. Sandown District Council (1903, 
1 K. B. 169), gives frontagers, whom it is sought to make 
liable to contribute to expenses, very valuable righte which 
they did not before possess. They are enabled to object to 
the works before they are undertaken, and also after the works 
have been completed they can, on certain special grounds, ob- 
ject to the final apportionment of expenses, and in either case 
they can carry the objection from the justices to quarter ses- 
sions. This confers greater facilities for getting objections heard 
than the right of appeal to the Local Government Board given 
by section 268 of the Public Health Act, 1875, though, as wag 
intimated by Lord Auverstons, C.J., in the present case, that 
section appears to afford an alternative remedy. 
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Actions ia rem. 

A point of considerable interest with reference to the nature 
of actions in rem was decided by the Court of Appeal in The 
Burns (1907, P. 137). The Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, imposes a limitation of six months on actions 
“against any person” for acte done in pursuance of a statutory 
or public duty, or in respect of any neglect or default in the 
execution of such duty. In The Burns the question arose 
whether an action in rem was subject to this limitation. In 
January, 1906, a collision occurred in the River Thames be- 
tween the steamships Burns and Gervase. The Burns was the 
property of the London County Council, and was being used 
at the time of the collision in the performance of a statutory 
duty. In October, 1906, the owners of cargo on board The 
Gervase commenced an action in rem to recover damages for 
the collision. The London County Council moved, before Dgang, 
J., to set aside the writ on the ground that the suit was barred 
by the lapse of six months from the neglect or default com- 
plained of, but the learned judge dismissed the motion, and 
his decision has been affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The 
primary object of an action in rem is to make the res liable 
for the claim, though it affects persons in so far as they are 
interested in the condemnation of the res. The owners conse- 
quently are entitled to appear and to defend the action, 
and this is recognised by the form of the writ, which 
is addressed to them. If they do appear, then the judgment of 
Jzung, J., in The Dictator (1892, P. 304) shews that the action 
becomes in effect a personal action, and the liability of the 
owners of the ship is not limited to the value of the res. This, 
however, is the result, not of the issue of the writ, but of pro- 
ceedings subsequent to such issue, and, so far as the wmt is 
concerned, it was considered in the present case, both by Dang, 
J., and the Court of Appeal, that the action was not an action 
against any person within the meaning of the Public Authorities 
Protection Act, 1893. Consequently, the claim was not subject 
to the six months’ limitation, and there was no bar to the 
issue of the writ. 


The Meaning of ‘‘Dependant” in the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act. 

A question which has given the courts much trouble in the 
construction of the Workmen’s Compensation Acts is the real 
meaning of “dependant.” The Act of 1897 defines ‘ depend- 
ants” as certain members of a deceased workman’s family 
“wholly or in part dependent upon the earnings of the work- 
man at the time of his death.” The Act of 1906 uses the same 
words, but has, in addition, the words “or would but for the 
incapacity due to the accident have been so dependent.” These 
additional words appear merely to have the effect of bringing 
in members of the workman’s family who were dependent upon 
him before the accident, but because of a long interval of 
incapacity between the accident and the death, have been driven 
to other means of support during that interval. This amend- 
ment does not touch the real difficulties that have been felt, and 
of which we have a good example in the case of Senior v. 
Fountains & Burnley (Limited), decided by the Court of 
Appeal (reported elsewhere). The facts may be stated thus: A 
workman has wage-earning children living athome who contribute 
their wages to a common fund, out of which all are supported, the 
father keeping any balance. It is clear that the family can often 
live up to a much higher standard of comfort in this way. If, 
then, the father, the chief wage-earner, be killed in an accident, 
the question is, Can his widow and infant children be said to 
be “ wholly ” dependent on his earnings? If they are “wholly” 
dependent, they are entitled to the maximum compensation, If 
they are only partially dependent, they are entitled to such sum 
as is “reasonable and proportionate to the injury” caused by 
the loss. This sum clearly must be an amount less than the 
maximum compensation. It is, therefore, of great importance 
to know what exactly is the meaning of the words “ wholly ” and 
“partially.” The cases seem all to point to the principle that 
where the deceased was either in fact the whole support of the 
applicant ; or where the applicant, being by law a person whom 


income of a vested character independent of the deceased, the 
applicant must be regarded as wholly nt, Thus a 
widow, who for some years before her husband’s death had been 
deserted by him, and during that time had not received a penny 
from him, but was entirely supported by charity, was held to be 
wholly dependent upon the deceased. Now, in the recent cage, 
it is clear that any one of the wage-earning children could have 
at any time left home and put an end to the arrangement by 
which he contributed to the family support. Therefore, the 
mother had no right whatever to share in the childrens’ 
earnings, and whatever benefit she acquired was in the nature 
of a voluntary gift. The court held that she was wholly 
dependent upon the deceased and entitled to the maximum vom- © 
pensation. Main Colliery Co. v. Davies (1900, A. C, 358) was a 
case in which a similar family arrangement was in operation. 
In that case, however, it was one of the wageearning sons who 
was killed, and the House of Lords deci that there was 
evidence that the parents were partially dependent upon the 
son’s earnings, and entitled to some compensation ; and also that 
dependency is entirely a question of fact, quite independent of 
the standard of living of the class of persons concerned. These 
two cases lead to the somewhat illogical ‘result that a women 
may be at the same time wholly dependent upon one person and 
partially dependent on another, It seems that she is partially 
dependent on the son, because in fact he contributes to her sup- 
port, and in fact she loses by his death ; she is wholly dependent 
on her husband, because, apart from his earnings, there are no 
other means of support to which she has any actual right. If, 
however, as the Court of Appeal held, she had any permanent 
independent source of income, such as money coming to her from 
separate estate or from a business which she carried on apart 
from her husband, then she would in fact be only partially 
dependent on her husband, and only entitled to compensation 
less than the maximum. 


The Annual Report of the Comptroller-General. 

Tue annuat Report of the Comptroller-General of Patents, 
etc., is always interesting, but that for the year 1906, which has 
recently been issued, is unusually so, and mainly on account of 
its dealing with two matters. One is this, that it gives material 
which enables the reader to estimate the practical effect of the 
operation of the first section of the Patents Act, 1902, which 
came into operation in January, 1905. Taking it shortly, this 
section provides on an application for a patent, for an examina- 
tion (in addition to that previously required) for the purpose of 
ascertaining whether the invention claimed was claimed or 
described in a previous specification, and, if such is the case, for 
an applicant to amend his specification, either voluntarily or 
under compulsion by the Comptroller, and in certain cases for 
the insertion into the applicant’s specification of a reference to 
prior specifications. It appears that, in 1905, 16,746 complete 
specifications were filed, and the investigation required by the 
Act of 1902 shewed that of the 15,369 cases finally accepted 
about 8 per cent. were reported by the examiners as having been 
anticipated wholly, about 53 per cent. were reported as having 
been anticipated in part, and in only about 37 per cent. were no 
anticipations reported by the examiners. The total number of 
cases in which anticipation had been reported was 9,546; of 
these, in 8,785 the specifications were amended mainly volun- 
tarily, but in many cases as the result of a decision of the Comp- 
troller. “In all these cases,” says the Report, “the effect of 
the amendment was to cause the specifications to define more 
clearly and closely the nature of the invention and the scope of 
the patent to be granted, having regard to the condition of the 
art as disclosed by the prior specification or specifications found 
by the examiner during the investigation.” Thie gives some 
idea of the amount of the work entailed on the Patent Office by 
the new system, and of the practical results of the working of 
that system. It is noticeable that, as the Report states, the 
adoption of the new system has been followed by an immediate 
and substantial increase in the number of complete specifications 
filed at the Patent Office, thus shewing that it does not operate 
to deter inventors from applying for patents. The other point 
to which we allude is this: The states that in the nine 
months of 1906 in which the Trade-Marks Act of 1905 has been 
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in operation, 290 special applications to register trademarks 
under section 9 (5) were received. What happened to these 
applications is thus stated in the Report: “ Of this number, 183 
were reported to the Board of Trade under the terms of the 
section. The Board issued orders authorizing the advertisement 
of twenty-two of these applications, and returned the papers in 
thirty-five cases to be dealt with in the ordinary way. ‘Two cases 
have been refused by the Board, and eight applications were 
referred by the Board to the court. As regards the cases which 
were not referred to the Board, thirty-one applicants were in- 
formed that an ordinary application would be taken into con- 
sideration, twenty applications were withdrawn, and forty-one 
were treated as withdrawn, as the applicants failed to deposit 
their case as required by rule 38, and did not ask for an exten- 
sion of time after having the result of the search communicated 
to them.” With regard to applications to register standardiza- 
tion and other similar trade-marks under section 62 of the Act 
of 1905, the Report states that the Irish Industrial Development 
Association applied to register their trademark under this 
section in all the fifty classes. It was registered in forty-eight 
and withdrawn in the other two. There were thirteen other 
applications in 1906 under section 62, of which twe were with- 
drawn, one was treated as abandoned under rule 44, but a subse- 
quent fresh application was made. The other ten are still under 
the consideration of the Board of Trade. 


Declarations as to State of Health. 


Ong or the principal exceptions to the rule that hearsay 
evidence is not admitted is that of statements of physical pain 
or suffering. In Aveson v. Kinnaird (6 East, 188) Lord 
ELLENBoROUGH observes that if inquiries of patients by medical 
men, with the answers to them, are evidence of the state of 
health of the patients at the time, the statement of a witness of 
the reason of his being found in bed at a late hour with the 
appearance of being ill, ought also to be evidence. Similar 
statements recently formed the subject of dispute in the case of 
Gregory v, The Commonwealth, tried in the appellate 
division of the Supreme Court of Alabama. The proceeding 
was upon a charge of homicide, and an alleged statement of 
the deceased person that “he had no feeling in the feet or 
legs. and had burning in the stomach,” was proved by a medical 
witness. The admission of this evidence was challenged. The 
court held that if the words quoted had referred to the origin 
of the injury to the deceased, or the manner in which it had 
occurred, they must have been excluded; for otherwise the 
prosecution would be allowed to give a narrative of past events 
without proving them in the ordinary way. But that which 
was now tendered was a statement as to the character, locality, 
and symptoms of pain which explained the bodily condition of 
the injured man, and so assisted the medical expert in forming 
an opinion as to the nature and extent of the injury. In 
repeating what the patient had said, the physician was stating 
some of the facts which enabled him to form a correct diagnosis 
of the injury and to adopt a line of treatment. It must be remem- 
bered that his diagnosis and treatment may possibly be ques- 
tioned, and it is only reasonable that the clinical facts upon 
which his conclusions were founded should be brought before 
the court. The conclusion from this ruling, which is not incon- 
sistent with anything which has been decided in the English 
courts, is that it would be prudent for medical practitioners, 
in attending what appears to be a case of attempted homicide, 
to note down any comments which may be made by the injured 
person. These notes should be useful in any future investiga- 
tion of the oase. 


The Advertisements Regulation Bill. 

Tue Law, in the absence of restrictive covenants, has hitherto 
shewn scant respect for the amenities of property. A land- 
owner has always been allowed to raise unsightly structures 
on his own land, and it makes no difference if his action 
has been prompted by a desire to cause annoyance to his 
neighbours. But the Advertisements Regulation Bill, which 
has now passed its third reading, is some evidence that the 
law will in future be administered in a different spirit. The 
object of. this Bill is to enable local authorities to make 





bye-laws for the regulation and control of hoardings and 
similar structures used for the purpose of advertising; and for 
regulating, restricting, or preventing the exhibition of advertise- 
ments in such places, and in such manner, or by such means, as to 
affect injuriously the amenities of a public park or pleasure 
promenade, or to disfigure the natural beauty of a landscape, 
This enactment will be welcomed by many of those who have 
been shocked by the apparition of gigantic posters on the slope 
of a mountain or by the shore of a harbour, or by the presence 
of advertising boards in the green fields on either side of a line 
of railway. It is even possible that such regulations may be 
adopted by foreign states, and that a time may come when we 
may look at the beauties of “The Devil’s Bridge” at Andermatt 
without being compelled to read the tariff of a leading hotel, 
which is set out in red paint on the rocks. 


Lawyers and Stockbrokers. 

Business in the Stock Exchange has of late been in a 
depressed condition, and one of the daily financial papers 
discusses the matter in a gloomy spirit, observing that 
altogether there are something like 6,000 members of the 
Stock Exchange, and that it is open to grave question whether 
over a series of years there is sufficient business to provide a 
living wage for half that number. It would seem, on reference 
to the Zaw ist, that there are many more than 6,000 
members of the bar, and a still greater number of solicitors of 
the Supreme Court. We cannot but think if a time should 
ever come when one-half of this number of barristers are able 
to secure a “living wage” from the emoluments of their pro- 
fession it will be considered to be a period of unexampled 
prosperity. It may be more difficult to ascertain the proportion 
of solicitors who are able to secure a reasonable livelihood from 
their profession, but we cannot think that they would be dis- 
posed to admit that their path is smoother than that of those 
who seek their fortunes in Copthall-court. 


Conclusiveness of Architect's Certificate under 
Building Contract. 

of the Court of Appeals of the District 
be read with interest by the large 
number of persona who are called upon to advise as 
to the law relating to building and engineering con- 
tracts. The court decided that a contract to execute work in 
the best manner and with the best materials in accordance with 
plans and specifications does not make the acceptance by the 
architect final and conclusive, and that the contractor is not 
relieved by the certificate from his liability for failure to carry 
out the work according to the plans and specifications. The 


A DECISION 
of Columbia will 


English law as to the conclusiveness of a final certificate appears- 


to be purely a matter of construction, and to depend upon 
whether it can be gathered from the words of the contract that 
the architect had power to certify as to the particular matter 
dealt with by his certificate and to bind both parties by his 
determination. 


Distress for Rent of Chambers in the Temple. 


Is THE occupier of chambers in the Temple liable to a distress 
for rent? In a newspaper report of proceedings before one of 
the London police magistrates, one of the witnesses appears to 
have said that under the Regulations of the Temple the occu- 
piers of chambers were safe from the approaches of the dis- 
training broker, and the magistrate himself adds: “I know of 
no instance when the goods of a resident in the Temple have 
been seized for rent.” There must be some mistake in this 
report. Distresses upon goods in chambers in the Temple 
are by no means uncommon. Several have taken place 
within the last few years, and going back to a more remote 
period, we have heard of a distress in the chambers of one of 


her late Majesty’s counsel. 


Mr. Thomas Henry Baylis, the oldest K.C. living, is, says the 


Evening Standard, ninety years of age. Despite his age, he is in 
good health, and very active. He was judge of the Liverpool Court of 
Passage for more than half a century. 





expen: 
ally « 





07. 


= - 





3 and 
nd for 
ertise- 
|, as to 
pasure 
scape. 
have 
slope 
3sence 
a line 
ay be 
en we 
rmatt 
hotel, 


in a 
apers 
that 
f the 
iether 
‘ide a 
rence 
6,000 
ors of 
hould 
able 
pro- 
npled 
rtion 
from 
| dis- 
those 


strict 
large 
e as 
con- 
rk in 
with 
y the 
s not 
carry 
The 
pears: 
upon 
that 
atter 
y his 


tress 
1e of 
rs to 
CCu- 
dis- 
w of 
have 
this 
mple 
lace 
note 
1e of 


the 
is in 
rt of 








June 29, 1907. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 51.) 585 








The Recommendations of the 
Solicitors’ Practice Committee. 


Wirz one exception, we think that no reasonable objection can 
be raised to the recommendations contained in the report of the 
Solicitors’ Practice Committee. We say this after consultation 
with solicitors in whose judgment, experience, and rectitude we 
have full confidence, and who are wholly unconnected with the 
Council or the committee. The recommendations, to a consider- 
able extent, represent the practice which many—we hope we 
may say most—solicitors of this type have followed for years, 
and the enforcement of the recommendations (with the excep- 
tion aforesaid) would occasion them very little trouble or 
expense. With solicitors of a different type—not intention- 
ally dishonest, but careless as to money matters — our 
acquaintance is small, and the objections which they 
might raise to the precautions suggested would be only 
so many arguments in favour of their adoption. To those 
solicitors (and there are not a few, of high standing and 
unimpeachable integrity) who believe that the precautions 
suggested will be ineffectual to stop the recurrence of fraud, 
and who consider the recommendations derogatory to the dignity 
of the profession, we are afraid it is useless to appeal; the 
extraordinary vehemence with which this has been urged 
within and outside the Council shews that the supporters of this 
view are not open to conviction. Yet it might.be suggested to 
them that, from the point of view of the public, which reads 
week by week of the misappropriation by solicitors of clients’ 
and trust moneys, the dignity of the profession is best consulted 
by an effort to put a stop to these deplorable occurrences. 

It appears that the committee were unanimous in approving 
the first six recommendations of the committee, to the effect— 


1. That it is the duty of every solicitor to keep full and accurate 
accounts, which should be periodically balanced. 

2. That moneys received by « solicitor on behalf of his client 
should be kept separate from his own moneys, and that a convenient 
way of effecting this is by opening a clients’ money account at a 
bank, into which all moneys received by a solicitor to any part of 
which a client is, or under any circumstances may be, entitled should 
in the first instance be paid. 

3. That moneys of clients in the hands of, or under the control of, 
a solicitor, should only be used on account, and with the authority, of 
the client to whom they respectively belong. 

4. That any increment in the nature of interest, income, or other 
profit accruing on clients’ moneys should be credited to the clients 
whose moneys have produced such interest, income, or profit; and 
that any solicitor who, without the authority of his client, should 
retain for his own use any such interest, income, or other profit is 
guilty of professional impropriety. 

5. That except under special and unavoidable circumstances it is no 
part of a solicitor's business to hold money belonging to a client for 
any lengthened period, and that it is contrary to right practice to do 
80. 

6. That in cases where a solicitor finds himself in possession of money 
of a substantial amount not his own, of which he cannot immediately, 
or within a short time, discharge himself, it is his duty, if he does 
not keep a separate clients’ account at a bank, and it is desirable 
even if he does keep such a separate account, to pay that money 
into a deposit account separately, not only from his own money, 
but from all other money, and to ear-mark it, by endorsement on 
the deposit receipt or otherwise, as belonging to the particular client 
or matter. 


These recommendations may no doubt be objected to, on the one 
hand, as implying that the rules of honesty they seek to enforce 
are not already observed by the great majority of the profession ; 
and on the other hand, that they afford no security against dis- 
honesty and their enforcement would place the whole profession 
under ‘‘a degrading obligation.” This, it appears, is the view 
taken by the minority of the committee as their ground of 
dissent from recommendations 7, 8 and 9, which are as follows: 

7. That every solicitor should either (a) bave his accounts audited at 
least once a year by a chartered or incorporated accountant, or (6) 
keep a separate bank account for all moneys received by him on behalf 
of his clients, 

8. That in the case of every solicitor whose accounts are audited by 
a chartered or incorporated accountant, he should be required annually, 


certificate from such accountant stating that the accounts had been 
properly kept and duly audited. 
9. That in the case of solicitor whose accounts are not so 
audited he should be required annually, on applying for his practising 
certificate, to forward to the society a statutory declaration, as 
follows: (a) That he had kept a separate bank account for all moneys 
received by him on behalf of his clients, and that all such moneys 
sooount of the cliente to whom they respectively belong: (0) that all 
account of the clients to whom : 

increment in the nature of interest, income, pov si i accruing 
on such moneys had been credited to the clients whose moneys 
respectively had produced such interest, income, or — and () 
that on the date of the declaration all such moneys been duly 
dealt with or were in hand and available. 

With every respect for the members of the committee by 
whom the minority report is signed, we think that the answer to 
their objections is easy: (1) The fact, which no one disputes, 
that you cannot by Act of Parliament or rules of practice prevent 
a rogue from teatingg moneys entrusted to him is no reason why 
you should not seek to render his operations more difficult, 

we think it cannot be doubted that this would be the effect of 
recommendation 9; even rogues have some dread of the penalty 
attaching to a false statutory declaration; and (2) rules of 
practice which are already adopted by a large number of 
solicitors cannot be considered as a “degrading obligation.” 
And apart from this, the minority of the committee appear to 
lose sight of the fact that the constant recurrence of frauds by 
solicitors has produced a distrust in the mind of the public, 
which it is necessary to allay by imposing rules adopted, in 
spirit if not in letter, by the great majority of solicitors, upon all 
members of the profession. 

There are, on the other hand, solicitors who do not consider 
that the recommendations go far enough, as witness a letter 
which we publish elsewhere. For ourselves, also, we think that 
recommendation 6 ought to provide that the deposit account 
should be kept in the name of the client. But it must be 
remembered that the committee had a somewhat difficult task. 
Their recommendations must be such as not to occasion undue 
inconvenience or expense to solicitors, or they would have no 
chance of acceptance. With one exception, they seem to have 
borne this in mind and to have framed workable recommenda- 
tions. 

The exception above referred to is the suggestion that every 
solicitor should have his accounts audited at least once a year 
by a chartered or incorporated accountant. Thisis not proposed 
to be made obliga in the case of solicitors who keep a 
separate bank account for moneys received on behalf of clients, 
but how the suggestion came to be made by practical men who 
know the amount of accountants’ fees, we are at a loss to under- 
stand. The recommendation, if made obligatory, would impose 
an intolerable hardship on solicitors of moderate practice, and 
we think it ought to be struck out of the resolutions to be 


submitted to the forthcoming meeting. 








The Position of Equitable 
Mortgagees. 


Tue decision of Parxer, J., in Capell v. Winter (ante, p. 570), 
deals with an important question as to the priorities of equit- 
able interests, and, if it is to be accepted as correct, it shows 
that a mortgagee, who fails to get in the legal estate, is not 
safe in relying on the apparent regularity of the deeds which 
are offered to him as security. Hitherto it has been 
possible to assume, in accordance with Rice v. Rice (2 Dr. 73) 
and Lloyds Bank v. Bullock (1896, 2 Ch. 172), that a con- 
veyance on sale by a trustee with power of sale, which is on the 
face of it regular, gives to the mortgagee by deposit a better 
equity than that of the cestui que trust, as against whom tho 
conveyance was a breach of trust; but in the present case 
Parker, J., has distinguished those authorities, and has held 
that, if the conveyance was not in fact made on sale, it does not 
prejudice the cestui que trust, notwithstanding that it purports 
to be by way of sale, and that it contains the usual receipt for 
the purchase-money. In other words, a person taking suchi a 





on applying for his practising certificate, to forward to the society a 





deed as an equitable security is bound to inquire into the cir- 
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cumstances of the alleged sale, and to ascertain that the tran- 
saction carried out by the conveyance was in fact of this 
nature. 

In Capell v. Winter property which, under the will of a 
testator, James CaPELL, was subject to a trust for sale and for 
division of the proceeds among the testator’s children, became 
vested in 1904 in a sole trustee. In September of that year 
the trustee and one Gray were indebted to MeLsome on certain 
promissory notes for £2,000. The trustee, Gray, and MELSOME 
arranged that this £2,000 should be further secured on the trust 
estate, and for this purpose a conveyance of certain parts of 
the estate, including the land in question in the present case, 
was executed by the trustee in favour of Metsome. This pur- 
ported to be a conveyance on sale, and the deed contained the 
usual receipt for the £2,000 as purchase-money. No money, 
however, was actually paid. The deed was to be held as 
eecurity for the money owing on the promissory notes, and was 
only to be used to the extent of the deficiency on the notes. 
MeELsome, when he became a party to this arrangement, was 
aware of the breach of trust, and hence there could be no pos- 
sibility of his setting up the conveyance against the benefi- 
ciaries. But in April, 1905, he deposited the deed with Beus, 
and gave him a memorandum charging the property comprised 
in the deed with payment of £1,000. Bexxis had no notice of 
any irregularity in regard to the conveyance, and he was 
entitled, it might be thought, to assume that it was executed 
by the trustee as trustee under his trust for sale, and that the 
£2,000 had been in fact paid. Meznsomz became bankrupt in 
October, 1905, and Winter was appointed his trustee in bank- 
ruptey. The property was sold under an order made in the 
bankruptcy, the net proceeds amounting to £1,266. There- 
upon the question arose whether the rights of the beneficiaries 
under James Cape.y’s will, or of Bexiis, as equitable mortgagee, 
were to prevail. If these equities were equal in point of value, 
then the equity of the beneficiaries, as being the earlier in 
point of time, would be entitled to priority. The question, 
therefore, was whether Beiuis could establish that his equity 
was in its nature the better. Parker, J., held that he could 
not, and gave judgment in favour of the beneficiaries. 

In the other cases referred to above—Rice v. Rice aud Lloyds 
Bank v. Bullock—it was held that the possession of a convey- 
ance, containing a proper receipt, gave to the equitable 
mortgagee by deposit a better equity than the equity of the per- 
sons interested in the purchase-snoney which had not in fact 
been paid. At first sight it would seem that the principle of 
these cases governs the present, and that the result should have 
been in favour of the mortgagee. It is necessary, therefore, to 
consider what was the exact ground of decision in each, In 
Rice v. Rice (supra) vendors conveyed without receiving the 
purchase-money. But the conveyance recited the payment of the 
purchase-money, and the usual receipt was indorsed, and this 
and the other title deeds were delivered to the purchaser. The 
purchaser deposited the conveyance and the other title deeds as 
security for an advance, and subsequently absconded without 
paying either the vendors or the equitable mortgagees. In 
determining the question of priority, Kiypgrsiey, V.C., 
enunciated the rule applicable to the case as follows: “As 
between persons having only equitable interests, if their equities 
are in all other respects equal, priority of time gives the better 
equity; or, qui prior est tempore, potior est jure.” But, as he 
further pointed out, the test of priority of time only comes in as 
a last resource when the court can find no other ground for 
assisting one equity in preference to the other. “A court of 
equity will not prefer the one to the other on the mere ground of 
priority of time, until it finds upon an examination of their 
relative merits that there is no other sufficient ground of pre- 
ference between them, or, in other words, that their equities 
are in all other respects equal.” But in that case it was not 
necessary to resort to the time test. The equitable mortgagee 
had possession of the title deeds, and although Krvperszey, V.C., 
forbore to lay down a general rule that possession of the title 
deeds would in all cases and under all circumstances give the 
better equity, yet it was conclusive in the case before him, and 





mainly on the ground of the apparent payment of the purchase- 
money. “The vendors,” he observed, “when they sold the 
estate, chose to leave part of the purchase-money unpaid, and 
yet executed and delivered to the purchaser a conveyance by 
which they declared in the most solemn and deliberate manner, 
both in the body and by a receipt indorsed, that the whole 
purchase-money had been duly paid.” Having regard to the 
conduct of the parties, this acknowledgment of payment of the 
purchase-money, and delivery of the title deeds to the mort- 
gagees, who on their part were guilty of no negligence, placed 
the vendors in an inferior position to the mortgagees as regards 
the value of their equity. 

In Rice v. Rice (supra) the persons who were postponed to 
the equitable mortgagees were the vendors claiming an equitable 
interest by virtue of their vendors’ lien, In Lloyds Bank vy. 
Bullock (supra) we come a step nearer to the present case of 
Capell v. Winter. The persons claiming as against subsequent 
equitable mortgagees were not the actual vendors, but the bene- 
ficiaries interested in the proceeds of a trust for sale, and the 
question was whether they stood in any better position than 
their trustee, who was an unpaid vendor. A sole trustee for sale 
was induced by his solicitor to sell the property to him for 
£700. The sale was effected by a conveyance executed in 1892, 
which contained the usual acknowledgment of receipt of the 
purchase-money, though no money was in fact paid. A day o 
two later the purchaser deposited the conveyance and other title 
deeds as security for an advance of £650. The beneficiaries 
claimed to have priority over the equitable mortgagees, and in 
support of their claim reliance was placed on Shropshire Union 
Railways Co. v. Reg. (L. R. 7, H. L. 496), where it was held that 
a beneficial owner of shares standing in the name of a trustee 
was not bound by a merely equitable dealing with the shares b 
the trustee. But there the trustee had no authority to deal wi 
the shares, and on this ground Currry, J., distinguished it from 
the case before him, where the trustee held on trust to sell. 
‘ That case,” said the learned judge, “is distinguishable, As 
between himself and the equitable owner, the trustee there had 
no authority to deal with the trust property, Here the testator, 
the author of the trust, has confided to Newsroox ”—the trustee 
—*“ authority to sell the property and to give a receipt for the 
purchase-money. NEwsBRook was acting within the scope of his 
authority.” Consequently the beneficiaries stood in no better 
position than their trustee, who, as against a subsequent equit- 
able mortgagee, could not, in face of the acknowledgment of 
receipt of the purchase-money, set up his own equity as unpaid 
vendor, And Cuirry, J., added: “A judgment for the bene- 
ficiaries in this case would be disastrous to titles; it would 
compel purchasers, where the legal estate is outstanding in a 
mortgagee, to inquire whether purchase-money under a trust for 
sale had in fact been paid, notwithstanding that the trustee had 
acknowledged the receipt, and it would cast this burden on 
them in the teeth of the 55th section of the Conveyancing Act, 
which relieves them from making any such inquiry.” 

The judgment in Lloyds Bank vy. Bullock covers the circum- 
stances in the present case of Capell v. Winter save in one point. 
In both there wasa conveyance executed by a trustee for sale, pur- 
porting to be a conveyance on sale; in both the conveyance 


acknowledged the receipt of purchase-money, which was in fact’ 


unpaid. The difference was that, while in Lloyds Bank v. Bul- 
lock the transaction was intended by the trustee to be one of 
sale, Capell v. Winter the transaction was one of mortgage, 
and the form of a conveyance on sale was used in order to 
conceal its real nature, Parker, J., held that this difference 
was sufficient to distinguish the case before him from that before 
Curry, J., and to deprive the equitable mortgagee of the 
priority accorded to him in Lloyds Bank v. Bullock. The poin 

of difference, no doubt, is clear. In Lloyds Bank v. Bullock th 
trustee, as Curry, J., observed, was acting within the scope 

his authority; in Capell v. Winter he was not. But is thi 

really a ground for distinguishing the cases? The question i 

Wiho has the better equity? and should not the consideration 
which gave the equitable mortgagee the better equity in Rice v 
Rice and Lloyds Bank v. Bullock also gave him the preferenc¢ 
in the present case? The trustee is empowered by his testator td 
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deal with the property. He executes a conveyance which purports 
to be in accordance with the trust. The mortgagee, who takes 
his security under this conveyance without inquiry whether or 
no there was an actual sale, is guilty of no negligence, Why 
should he not be protected as much as in the earlier cases? 
The fault, if it may be so called, is with the auther of the trust 
who has enabled the trustee to make a title, and surely the 
beneficiaries are the persons who should suffer for the fault, not 
the mortgagee, who is perfectly innocent. With all deference to 
the learned judge, we suggest that the words of Currrry, J., “A 
judgment for the beneficiaries in the circumstances of this case 
would be disastrous to titles,” are as applicable to Capell v. 
Winter as to the case in which they were uttered. 








Reviews. 


Workmen’s Compensation. 


Tue LAW RELATING TO COMPENSATION FOR INJURIES TO WORKMEN : 
BEING AN EXPOSITION OF THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
1906, AND OF THE Cas&é LAW RELEVANT THERETO. By C. M. 
KNOWLES, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


On the Ist of July the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, comes 
into operation ; and vast numbers of persons who had no personal 
interest in the working of the Act of 1897 will now feel the burden or 
the benefit of this system of industrial insurance. The great and 
predominant feature of the new Act is, not the introduction of any 
new principle, but the extension of the existing system to all classes 
of workmen, including seamen and domestic servants. There will, 
therefore, undoubtedly be an increased demand for books dealing 
with the subject and giving accurate and reliable information on the 
law. In this work we have just what is wanted. It is in the form 
of an annotated edition of the Act, preceded by a short introduction. 
The notes are very comprehensive, clearly expressed and accurate. A 
great number of cases on the old Act turned on the question whether 
or not certain persons were within its scope. Nearly all of that class 
of cases are now obsolete; but most of the other decisions are still 
valuable, as the new Act is, to a great extent, identical with the old. 
As far as can be seen, this book notices every case which is still of 
the slightest value. Next to the fact of its extension to all workmen, 
the most remarkable feature of the new Act is the inclusion of 
imdustrial diseases amongst accidents. There are few repo 
decisions of the court which are of much p tive value on this 
subject, but what there are have their place in the book, and the 
subject is treated in a satisfactory way. The book will be useful, not 
only to Jawyers, but to those who have to administer the Act, and to 
every intelligent layman who is concerned in its working. Two 
peculiarities of the book may be noticed, each of which has much to 
recommend it, The table of contents takes the form of an analysis of 
the whole work, and throughout the text a dec‘sion is only referred 
to by be nna all references to series of reports being in the table of 
cases alone. 





Books of the Week. 


Principles of English Law, Founded on Blackstone’s Commentaries. 
By Ropert CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Agricultural Holdings Act, 1906, with an Introduction Thereto, 
and Comments Thereon, together with a Summary of the Law 
relating to Agricultural Holdings under the Aaileuibieed Holdings 
Acts, 1883-1900. By Gzorce ARTHUR JOHNSTON, Barrister-at-Liw. 
Effingham Wilson. 








Correspondence. 


The Resolutions to be Submitted to the Meeting 
of the Law Society. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—We enclose four draft resolutions which we should like to 
propose as an addendum to the resolutions which will be officially 
submitted to the meeting of the Law Society next week relating to 
solicitors’ accounts, &c, F 
. The considerations underlying these draft resolutions are mainly 

Wo, Viz. :— 

th se = of ong bays So ace honest by Act of Parliament. 

2) Nothing can be for the advantage of clients (nor, indeed, for the 
advantage of solicitors) which tends to lull clients into a sense of 


security which may turn out to be false security. Our aim ought to 
be to induce clients to take e reasonable precaution to see that 
their solicitors do their duty, and to shew that it is easy to take those 
precautions. 

We prefer to remain anonymous now, and hope that you may see 
your way to publish this letter and the + resolutions fdr 
consideration by the profession. xX. Y. Z. 

The following are the draft resolutions : 

(1) That no s having for its object the prevention of abuse of 
confidence on the part of solicitors or other professional men who 
have control of the money or securities of clients will be satisfactory 
which does not—first, emphasize the necessity of clients “—— 
watch themselves over their own interests in the matter ; 1 
secondly, make it easy for them to take the needful steps with this 
object. 

2) That accordingly solicitors should not only keep accurate 
accounts and have those accounts audited, but should also deliver 
accounts, at intervals not exceeding one year, to all clients whose 
money may pass through their hands, or whose securities are or 
ought to be in the safe custody of the solicitors. 

3) That in delivering those accounts solicitors should set forth the 
names and addresses of their auditors. And should notify that both 
the accounts and the securities (if any) can be specially audited for 
the client, at the client’s expense, either by the solicitors’ auditors or 
by any other professional auditor. ; high 

(4) That steps should be taken to obtain authorization by Act of 
Parliament to expenditure by trustees of the fees both to auditors and 
to custodians of trust moneys or securities for audits of the trust 
accounts and securities. 


New Orders, &c. 


County Court Fees. 


TREASURY OsDER, DATED May 30, 1907, REGULATING FREs IN 
County Courts. 

In pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and of all other powers enabling us in this behalf, we, the under- 
signed, being two of the Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, 
whose names are hereunto subscribed, do hereby, with the consent of 
the Lord Chancellor, order that on and after the first day of July, 
1907, the following alterations in the Treasury Order regulating fees 
in county courts, dated the 30th day of December, 1903, shall have 
effect. 








JosErH A. PEASE. 
J. Heasert Lew. 
I approve of this Order. 
LorEsuan, C. 


Schedule A. 


Paragraph 46 is hereby annulled, and the following paragraph 
shall stand in lieu thereof : 

46. Conf. Act, Schedule 2, par. 13.])—(a) No court fee shall be 
payable under this Schedule by any party in respect of any proc+ed- 
ings by or against a workman under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, or the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907, in the County 
Court prior to the award. 

(b) On an application for the settlement of any matter by arbi- 
tration under the said Act and Rules, when such application is not a 
proceeding by or against a workman, plaint and ing fees shall be 
payable as in an ordi action and the poundage be calculated 
as upon a claim for a sum of twenty pounds. 

(c) Where @ notice of claim to contribution or indemnity is filed 
under the said Act and Rules, a fee shall be on an award on 
such claim, or on the hearing of such claim, in like manner as on 
entering judgment on a default summons under paragraph 5, or the 
hearing of an action, as the case may be. 

(d) In proceedings under the said Act and Rules for the enforce- 
ment of an award, memorandum, or i » or an order for 
payment of costs, the same fees shall be taken as on the like pro- 
ceedings for the enforcement of a judgment for the like amount 
given in an action, less, in any case in which fees for the issue 
service or execution of any process are prescribed by Schedule B, the 
any O i re proceedings arising out of tion issued 

(¢) On interpleader g out of an execu’ 
for the enforcement of an award, memorandum, or certificate, or an . 
order for paymeut of costs under the said Act and Rules, fees shall 
be paid tu His seamen os om te proceedings arising out of 
an execution issued in an action. 

Schedule B.—Part I. 
GENERAL. 


ReGisTaRak’s FEEs. 





The words “The Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, and the 


588 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 29, 1907. 








Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907,” shall be substituted for the 
words ‘‘The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900, or the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1898 to 1900,” in paragraphs 8 
and 9. 

Paragraph 26 is hereby annulled, and the following paragraph 
shall stand in lieu thereof : 

26. On proceedings under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
and the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907. 


(N.B.— These fees with the exception of Nos. 6 and 7 are not to be 
taken in respect of proceedings by or against a workman prior to the 
award.) 

£04 


1. On the filing of a special case under Rule 32 ... nw Oe SS 
2. Onan order for the detention of a ship, an order of 

release, a bail bond, or an affidavit of justification, 

under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, or 

the Shipowners’ Negligence (Remedies) Act, 1905... 

On an Order adding a respondent under Rule 39 (4)... 

On an application to rectify the register or to remove 
a record from the register, under Schedule 2, para- 
graph 9 (c) or (e), and Rule 48 or Rule 50 ... “ne 

For preparing a Certificate under Section 1, Sub- 
section 4 and Rule 51 eee ove ee ose 

On an application for a reference to a medical referee 
under Schedule 1, paragraph 15, the fee prescribed 
by Rule 54 (9) 

On a reference to a medical referee in accordance with 
regulations made by the Secretary of State pursuant 
to Section 8(1)(/)  ... ese veh oi oes 

On an application for the suspension of the right to 
compevsation or to take proceedings, or of the right 
to weekly payments, under Schedule 1, pars. 4, 14 
or 15, and Rule 55 oo oad eee _ ‘se 

On an application for investment, &c., under Schedule 
1, par. 5, and Rule 56 (8) or Rule 49... oe ase 

On an application for the payment of weekly payments 

into Court under Schedule 1, par. 7, and Rule 47 (3) 

On an application for the variation of an Order under 
Schedule 1, par. 9, and Rule 58 aoa =~ is 

For every investment made by a registrar, including 
the payment out or application of a sum allotted 
to any person by weekly or other periodical pay- 
ments (charged once only, and to be deducted from 
the sum ordered to be invested or allotted). For 
every £10, or part of £10, invested, but so that 
the total fee shall not exceed 50s... ie ose 

On an application for a reference to a medical referee 
under Section 1, par. 18, and Rule 60 sia oan 

For a certificate of identity under Rule 60 (b)(c)__... 

For receiving and forwarding any sum due to a work- 
man residing out of the United Kingdom under 
Rule 60 (13) (to be deducted from the sum to be 
forwarded) Ae ae as ies ass vee 

For every taxation of the costs of an award, or between 
third parties and other parties to an arbitration 

For every other taxation of costs ‘ See = 

On an application to a judge under Rule 64 (3 to 5) at 
a date subsequent to the hearing of the arbitration . 

On an application to the judge under Rule 66 (e) other 
than an application for an order for execution to 
issue eae von en a tf a bes 

For examining every affidavit in support of an applica- 
tion for issue of execution or a judgment summons 
under Rules 67 (2) or 68 (2) ... eee ve vee 

On an application to set aside or vary an award or 

order under Rule 70 .., ove one eee ose 

For every Office copy or certified copy of documents 
filed or records made in reference to any matter, 
per folio ... ose on eee ee ove 

For every sitting under Rule 35... eo tee vee 

On any other proceeding not herein specified, for 
which, if such proceeding were taken in an action, a 
fee would be payable, the fee which would be pay- 
able if such proceeding were taken in an action. 


Hicu Barrr's Fgzs. 


The words ‘‘the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and the 
Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907,” shall be substituted for the 
words ‘“‘the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900, or the 
bp gy Compensation Rules, 1898 to 1900,” in paragraphs 41 

42a. Where the high bailiff is directed to detain a ship under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, or the Shipowners Negligence 

medies) Act, 1905, the same fees for execution of the order for 
tion and for keeping possession of the vessel as for executing a 





warrant of arrest and keeping possession of a vessel in an Admiralty 
action where the amount claimed exceeds £100, being part of the 
costs, charges, and expenses attending the custody of the ship 
Rule 37 (8). 

428. On any proceeding under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906, and the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1907, not herein 
specified (not being a proceeding by or against a workman prior to 
the award), for which if such proceeding were taken in an action a 
fee would be payable, the fee which would be payable if such 
proceeding were taken in an action. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 
Lord Chancellor’s Office, June, 24, 1907. 

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, 
1893, that a draft Rule of the Supreme Court has been made “‘ for 
the offices of the Supreme Court to be closed every year on the first 
Monday in August (Bank Holiday).” 

Copies may be obtained on application at the Lord Chancellor’s 
Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


YSTRADYFODWG AND PONTYPRIDD MAIN SEWERAGE BOARD », 
BENSTED (SURVEYOR OF TAXES). 19th June. 


Revenvue—Income Tax—Sewer—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. 
c. 35), s. 60, Scnepute A, nutes Nos. 1 anv 3. 


A sewer was constructed by a joint sewerage board, and vested in the board by 
provisions in the provisional order establishing the board similar to the provisions 
of section 13 of the Public Health Act, 1875, whereby ordinary sewers are vested 
in the local authority. 

Held, that the sewer was a hereditament capable of actual occupation within 
section 60, Schedule A, rule No. 1, of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and was 
assessable to income tax accordingly. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (1907, 1 K. B. 490) affirmed. 


The question was whether the appellants, the Ystradyfodwg and 
Pontypridd Main Sewerage Board, who were a statutory authority tor the 
purpose of performing sanitary duties within a given area, were or were 
not liable to be assessed to income tax under Schedule A in respect of a 
sewage carrier constructed by them in the execution of their duty. The 
appellants had constructed the sewer for the use of a united drainage 
district and had no profit or gain inview. The sewer was about seventeen 
miles long, and it was in respect of some two and a-half miles of sewer 
situated in the parish of Rumsey that the claim was made. The appellants 
were assessed for the relief of the r in respect of this part of the 
sewer at £800 gross and £700 rateable value. By the Income Tax Act, 
1842, Schedule A, No. 1, the annual value of lands, tenements, heredita- 
ments, or heritages charged under Schedule A is to be the rack-rent or the 
amount at which they might be let by the year; and this principle is to 
extend to all lands, &c., ‘‘ capable of. actual occupation.’’ An exception 
is made (No. 3), among other exceptions, of ‘‘ ironworks, gasworks, salt 
springs or works, alum mines or works, docks, drains, levels . . . 
ferries, and other concerns of the like nature, for or arising out of any 
lands, tenements, hereditaments, or heritages ’’ which are to be taxed 
‘‘on the profits of the year preceding.”” And that charge is to be 
‘* made on the said profits exclusively of any lands used or occupied in or 
about the concern.” The courts below held that the sewage carrier 
was a hereditament capable of actual occupation within section 60, 
Schedule A, rule No. 1, of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and was assessable 
to income tax, and further that the sewer was not taken out of that rule 
and rendered assessable under rule No. 3 of Schedule A by the fact 
that some payments were made to the joint board by other authorities 
who made use of the sewer so long at any rate as those payments did not 
exceed the cost of maintaining the sewer, and the sewer was accordingly 
not a source of profit to the joint board. 

The Earl of Hatsnvry, in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, 
said there appeared to be a mixture, not to say a confusion of thought, in 
using the word “ profits”? in a sense which was not consistent with the 
mode in which it was used in the statutes relating to income tax. It 
might be—he did not propose to controvert the idea—that in an ordinary 
sense there might be some difficulty in saying what were profits; but 
really the whole argument was covered by authority. In the first place 
it was clear there was an occupation, and equally clear that it was a 
beneficial occupation. The alternative sugg:sted—namely, that this 
was one of those excepted undertakings (the only colour for which 
was that the word ‘drain’? was used in the excepting section), 
was, in his opinion, untenable. ‘The word ‘‘drain’’ used by iteelf 
might perhaps bear the meaning that it was suggested by the appel- 
lants that it ought to bear, but when. the mode in which the word 
‘‘ drain ’’ was introduced and the other words with which it was associated 
were looked at, its meaning clearly depended upon a very familiar canon 
of construction—that where there was a word which might have a general 
meaning wider than that which was intended by the Legislature, when 
there were other words associated with it which shewed the category 
within which it was to come, it was cut down and overridden by the 
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general proposition familiarly described as the ¢jusdem generis principle. 
And accordingly the word ‘‘drain’’ used in that section was not inclu 

in the excepted businesses which were therein described so as to make the 
word drain applicable to the present question. Then if it was not, the 
rest was perfectly clear. Here was beneticial occupation, and by the rules 
applicable to Schedule A the rent which the hypothetical tenant would 
give, if called upon to get rid of this sewage, gave the index of the amount 
of tax he was to pay. He felt it unnecessary to do more than express his 
entire concurrence in the judgments given in the court below. 

Lords James or Hererorp, Ropertson, and Arxrnson concurred, and 
the appeal was therefore dismissed with costs.—CounsgL, Danckwerts, K.C., 
8. T. Evans, K.0., and Redman ; Sir John Walton, A.G., Sor Robert Finlay, 
K.C., and W. Finlay. Soxicrrors, Wrentmore § Son, for Morgan, Bruce, ¢ 
Nicholas, Pontypridd; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Easxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


DENABY AND CADEBY MAIN COLLIERIES (LIM.) v. YORKSHIRE 
MINERS’ ASSOCIATION AND OTHERS. No. 1. 2lst June. 


Practice—Costs—CounseL—Tuirp OCounset aT THE TRIAL AND IN CouRT 
or APPEAL. 


In a very heavy case where a large sum of money was involved, and which lasted 
several days both at the trial and in the Court of Appeal, there being two sets of 
defendants, the taxing-master allowed the man defendants the costs of three counsel 
at the trial, but of only two counsel in the Court of Appeal, and he allowed the 
costs of only two counsel for the other defendants, both at the trial and in the 
Court of Appeal. The judge at chambers having refused to direct a review of 
taxation, 

The Court refused to interfere with the exercise by the taxing-master of his 
discretion, no wrong principle having been applied ; Fletcher Moulton, L.J., 
however, dissenting upon the question as to the costs of the third counsel for the 
main defendants in the Court of Appeal, which he thought ought to have been 
allowed. 


Appeal from the refusal of Walton, J,, to direct a review of taxation of 
costs. The plaintiffs were colliery owners, and the defendants, the York- 
shire Miners’ Association, were a trade union, and the other defendants 
(so far as material to the present question) were the officials of the union, 
four of whom were members of Parliament. The action arose out of a 
strike at the plaintiffs’ collieries, and a sum of £150,000 was claimed as 
damages, and also an injunction. The trial before Lawrance, J., and a 
special jury lasted about eleven days; the arguments in the Court of 
Appeal were heard on nine days; and the arguments in the House of 
Lords were heard on six days. The defendants were successful, and 
judgment was entered for them. The case is reported in 1906, A. CO. 384. 
‘The taxing-master, in taxing the costs, allowed the union the costs of 
three counsel who were briefed at the trial, but he disallowed the costs of 
a third counsel in the Court of Appeal, and he disallowed the officials of 
the uniun the costs of a third counsel both at the trial and in the Court of 
Appeal. No question arose as to the costs in the House of Lords, where 
the rule is to allow the costs of two counsel only on each side. The 
defendants carried in objections to the taxation—(1) To the disallowance 
of the costs of the third counsel for the union officials at the trial, upon 
the grounds that the case was a heavy and important one, the damages 
claimed being very large ; that the case against the two sets of defendants 
differed materially, and each of the officials might have been made 
lable in damages ; that some of the officials were members of Parliament, 
and that a judgment against them individually might have involved their 
bankruptcy and the vacation of their seats; (2) to the disallowance of the 
third counsel for the union in the Court of Appeal; and (3) to the dis- 
allowance of the third counsel for the union officials in the Court of 
Appeal. The taxing-master, in his answer to the objections, said that 
the defendants were represented by the same firm of solicitors, and that, 
though the case was undoubtedly one of great importance, he considered 
that the defences must have been largely in common, and that he did not 
feel justified in allowing a third counsel for the union officials at the trial ; 
that in the Court of Appeal it was most unusual to allow three counsel, 
and that, in fact, only one counsel argued the case for each set of 
defendants; and he concluded by —_ that it was only after the 
greatest consideration that he exercised his discretion in making the 
disallowances. He accordingly overruled the a, appeal, 
Walton, J., after taking time to consider the matter, to order a 
review of taxation, saying that he saw no sufficient reason for varying the 
master’s decision. ‘he union and the union officials appealed. The 
appeal was first argued before Fletcher Moulton and Buckley, L.JJ., when 
they were not able to agree upon the question as to the costs of a third 
counsel for the union in the Uourt of Appeal, though they were agreed 
that the appeal should be dismissed upon the two other questions. 
case was accordingly put down for re-argument before a court composed 
of three judges. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Witu1aMs, Fiercaer Moviron, and Buckiey, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, FLzrcuer Movtron, L.J., dissenting as to the 
costs of the third counsel for the union in the Court of Appeal. 

Vavenan Witu1aMs, L.J., said that this court would not interfere with 
the exercise of discretion by ent where ae Pn not acted 
upon any wrong principle or applied any wrong considerations, except in 
an cusimtionsh aun. There ac not seem to him to be anything in the 
case of the union officials which rendered it necessary for them to have 
three counsel either at the trial or in the Court of Appeal. They would 


for the union officials. He did not feel so clear as to the union. The case 
seemed to him to be on the border line. Where in such a case the 
ya menor reece adhe gee lng affect the exercise of 
discretion, and where his decision had affirmed by the judge at 
chambers, it would be wrong for this court to interfere. The appeal 
would therefore be dismissed. 
Fiercuer Movtron, L.J., agreed upon the question as to the costs of 
a third counsel for the union officials. As to the union, in his opinion the 
costs of three counsel ought to be allowed in the Court of Appeal. 
did not think that any solicitor, having regard to the interests of 
clients, and without desirous of imposing any burden on 
side, would have ven to take a case of this magnitude, and involving 
such large sums of money, into court without having three counsel. In 
his opinion the appeal should succeed upon this point. 
Bucxuzy, L.J., that the appeal ought to be dismissed u) both 
points. At the a large number of witnesses had to be ned and 
a great mass of material had to be put into shape, and it was therefore 
——— ~ allow = union the costs of Se oan y= ee the 
urt 0: e@ case was on an shape, an ly two 
counsel could ten Without es comend of all the members of the 
Court of Appeal they could not lay it down that the costs of only two 
counsel would ever be allowed in this court, as was the rule in the House 
of Lords. He himself would like to see it laid down. But the case 
must be a wholly special and peculiar one in which three counsel should 
be allowed in this court. He saw no ground for interfering with the 
decision of the taxing-master and the hem we Montague Lush, 
K.0., and H. 7. Waddy; 8. T. Evans, K.C.,.and Clements Edwards 
Soxicrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, § Sturt, for Brcomhead, Wightman, § Moore, 
Sheffield ; Corbin, Greener, § Cook, for Raley ¢ Sons, Barnsley. 
[Reported by W. F, Banry, Barrister-at-Law.| 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN CARPENTER AND OTHERS AND 
THE MAYOR, &c., OF BRISTOL. No. 1. 2st June. 


Locat Governnment—‘‘ Orricer ’’—Asortion or Orrice—ComPpEnsaTion— 
Soticrror ro Boarp or Guarprans—Locat Government Acr, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vict. c. 41), ss. 100, 120. 


A solicitor was empliyed by a board of guardians on each occasion when it was 
necessary to employ a solicitor. He was not formally appointed solicstor two the 
guardians and was not paid by a salary, but was paid the usual solscitor’s 
charges for work done in connection with each particular matter. By an Act the 
guardians were abolished, their district being absorbed in another district, and the 
Act gave ‘‘officers”’ who suffered direct pecuniary loss therefrom a right to 
compensation within the meaning of section 120 of the Local Government Act, 
1888. 

Held, that the solicitor was not on “0 ” within the definition in section 
100 of the Local Government Act, 1888, and was therefore not entitled to 
compensation. 

A from the judgment of Kennedy, J., upon an award stated in the 
ton et « special case. By the Bristol Corporation Act, 1904, an area 
comprising certain parishes in the Barton Regis Poor Law Union and in 
the Barton Regis Rural District was transferred to the unions and 
districts in the Act mentioned, and the Barton Regis Union and the 
Barton Regis Rural District Council ceased to exist, and all officers of the 

ians of such union and of the council ceased to hold office as such. 

y the Act any clerk or other officer of the Barton Regis Guardians or 
Rural Council who was in office at the commencement of the Act, and who 
suffered any direct pecuniary loss, was to be deemed an officer entitled to 
compensation within the meaning of section 120 of the Local Government 
Act, 1888 ; and the Bristol Corporation were to award compensation to the 
officers, and any dispute or difference was to be referred to Mr. 
Macmorran, K.C., as arbitrator. A firm of solicitors, styled 
Benson, ee Cross, & Williams acted as for the 


» y 

formally appointed solicitors, but all legal matters which required to be 
cubenitied or entvestel to a solicitor were submitted or entrusted to them, 
and they alone acted as the solicitors to the guardians or council. They 
received the usual professional charges for the work actually done. 
minutes of the guardians, of the rural eanitary authority, and of the rural 
district council shewed that the solicitors were retained on each for 
the work to be done, and they were referred to in the minutes as 
the s solicitors. The solicitors claimed to be entitled as ‘‘ officers "’ 
of the guardians and council to com 
under the above-mentioned 


Z 


solicitors were solicitors to the that 
by reason of the operation of the Act they were depri of their 
offices as such solicitors, and that they were ‘ to com- 
sation ; and he made an award of compensation subject to this case. 
e stated two questions for the opinion of the court: (1) Whether he had 
power to state his awardiin the form of a special ; 
was right in awarding compensation. Kennedy, J., held that the artitrator 
had no power to state his award in the form of a special case, and the 
award accordingly stood. The learned Bs hey meee no opinion upon 


the second question. The 
The Court or Arrgat held the arbitrator power to state his 
Kegue og this point calls for no report. 


award in the form of a 
The appeal was then on 

Tue Court (Vavonan Witu1aMs, Fiercuer Movirox, and Bucxiey, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vavonan Wutams, L.J., said that in his opinion the solicitors were 
not ‘officers’? within the definition of that word in section 100 of the 





not interfere with his discretion in not allowing the costs of a third counsel 
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Local Government Act, 1888. ‘That section defined “ office ”’ as including 
*‘ any place, situation, or employment, and the expression ‘ officer’ shall 
be construed accordingly.’”’ In his opinion those words did not include 
casual employment. If the employment was of such a nature that the 
person employed was newly employed on each occasion in respect of the 
particular matter in question only, it did not come within the section. The 
solicitors here received no salary as solicitors for the guardians, but there 
was a retainer on each occasion to act for the guardians in the particular 
matter, and they were paid the usual professional charges for the work 
actually done. The case came within the decision in the Irish case of 
Reg. v. Armagh Urban District Council (1901, 2 I. R. 28). The solicitors 
were therefore not entitled to compensation. 

Fietrcner Movutton, L.J., concurred. If the solicitors had been 
yew to do the whole legal work of the guardians at a fixed salary 

erent considerations would have arisen. They were, however, 
— for each particular occasion, and were paid their costs for that 
work. . 

Bucx.ey, L.J., concurred. In Reg. v. Local Government Board (L. R. 9 
Q. B. 148) the solicitor was appointed at an annual salary.—Covnset, 
Cripps, K.C., and Holman Gregory; Danckwerts, K.C., and Vesey Knez, 
K.0. Soxicrrors, Robins, Hay, Waters, and Hay, for E. J. Taylor, Bristol ; 
Rawle, Johnstone, § Co., for Benson, Carpenter, Cross, & Weiliams. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


KYDD v. THE WATCH COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF LIVERPOOL 
No. 1. 19th June. 


Porice—Pension—ArrraL To Quarter Sesstons—Powerr or QvARTER 
Szsstons to State Case—Pouice Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 45), s. 11. 


By section 11 of the Police Act, 1890, ‘‘in any case where a 
constable . . clavms a pension or allowance under this Act as of right, and 
the police authority do not admit the claim, the constable may apply 
to the police authority for the reconsideration of the claim to the pensivn or 
aWowance, and if aggrieved by the decision upon such reconsideration may apply to 
the next practicable court of quarter sessions for the county within which the 
constable lust served ; or if the constable last served in the police force of a borough 
having a separate polic: force and a separate court of quarter sessions, then to the 
next practicable court of quarter sessions for that borough, and that curt, after 
inguriy into the case, may make such order in the matter as appears to the court 
‘ust, which order shall be final.’’ 

Held, that the court of quarter sessions has power to state a special case for the 
opinion of the court so as to enable it to arrive at its decision upon the matter 
bfore it. 

a from the decision of a Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and 
Darling and Phillimore, JJ.) upon a special case stated by the Recorder of 
Liverpool for the opinion of the court. A police constable, named 
William Kydd, who had served in the Liverpool city police force, claimed 
a pension, and the amount thereof was in dispute between him and the 

atch Committee of the city, who were the police authority. The 
constable, being dissatisfied with the decision of the Watch Committee, 
applied by way of appeal to the Recorder of Liverpool, titting in quarter 
sessions, and the recorder decided in favour of the constable subject to a 
special case for the opinion of the court. The Divisional Court held, upon 
the authority of Westminster Corporation v. Gordon Hotels (Limited) (1907, 
1 K. B, 910), that the decision of the recorder was final under section 11 
of the Police Act, 1890, and that they had no jurisdiction to hear the 
special case. The Watch Committee appealed. 

Tne Covet (Vavenan Witurams, Fietcner Movrton, and Bucktey, 
L.JJ.), having taken time to consider, allowed the appeal. ‘They held 
that, the House of Lords having heard appeals in the two cases of Upperton 
v. Ridley (1903, A. C. 281) and Garbutt v. Durham Joint Committee (1906, 
A. C. 291), upon special cases stated by quarter sessions upon an appeal 
to them under section 11 of the Police Act, 1890, the Court of Appeal 
could not now hold that the High Court bad no power to hear the special 
case. They distinguished the case of Westminster Corporation v. Gordon 
Hutels (Limited) upon the ground that there the case was stated by a court 
of summary jurisdiction under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
whereas a case stated by quarter sessions was stated for the purpose of 
consulting the court before the quarter sessions gave its decision. 

Vavuenaw Wutiass, L.J., added that, as he was not quite sure whether 
the House of Lords did intend to decide the point, he would like to say 
that, independently of those decisions, he should have been disposed to 
come to the cénclusion that the preliminary objection was good, as the 
Legislature might well have intended that the decision of the quarter 
eegsions in such a matter should be final, and to exclude an appeal in any 
form from the quarter sessions. 

Fiercner Moviton and Bucxiey, LJJ., were of opinion that, apart 
from the cases in the House of Lords, section 11 of the Police Act, 1890, 
did not take away the power of quarter sessions to state a special case, 
the court of quarter sessions having power, as was shewn in Reg. v 
Chanirell (L. R. 10 Q. B 55,4), of calling in the aid of the superior court 
in arriving at its decision.—Covnset, Horace Avory, KC, and Rigby 
Swift; Leslie Sectt. Sorsmrrons, F. Venn § Co., for EB. R. Pickmere, 
Liverpool; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co, for Brighowe, Ryland, & Co, 
Liverpool. é 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
SENIOR v. FOUNTAINS & BURNLEY (LIM.). No, 2. 
6th and 2ist June. 


*Masrex ann Servant—Empvover’s Liasmrry—Comrensation—EArnNINGs 
—Torat Derenpency—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vicr. c. 37), s. 7, Finst Scuepvuce. 


_-.,lhe widow'and children of a workman are none the less ‘‘ dependants wholly 





dependent upon his earnings at the time of his death’’ within the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, because he has been able by moneys coming to him through 
other channels, and which are not included in the term ‘* earnings,’’ to augment 
the fund out of which he is legally bound to maintain, and has in fact maintained, 
his household. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the county court judge oltting at 
Barnsley as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 
The case raised a question of some importance under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Acte—namely, whether the widow of a workman, whose 
sons were earning good wages which, or a considerable part of which, 
were paid to him towards the maintenance of the family, was entirely 
dependent on her husband's earnings within the meaning of section 7 of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and the schedule thereto. The 
facts were as follows: The applicant, the present appellant, was the 
widow of a workman who, on the 24th of py 1906, met with a fatal 
accident whilst working in the respondent’s colliery. The widow claimed 
compensation for herself and three young children, aged respectively six, ten, 
and thirteen. The deceased’s wages for the previous three years amounted to 
£300. At the time of his death the deceased was also receiving the wages of 
three other children, aged respectively nineteen, seventeen, and fifteen, for 
whom no claim was made. The wages of these children were 253., 18s., 
and 15s. respectively. They were fed, housed, and clothed by tneir 
father, with whom they lived, and were supplied with pocket money by 
him. The county court judge found that this arrangement was on 
tte whole a. source of profit to the father, so that at the time of his 
death he was supported by his own earnings and also to some extent by 
the gain on the sons’ wages. His honour found that the applicant 
and the young children entirely depended on the father’s 
receipts or income, but he came to the conclusion that the 
income or receipts derived from the sons were not ‘‘earnings’’ within 
the meaning of the word as used in the Act andschedule. He accordingly 
found that the applicant and the younger children were not at the time of 
his death wholly dependent on the father’s earnings, and awarded them 
£250. The applicant appealed. 


Tue Covrt (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., Barnes, P., and Kennepy, L.J.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Kennepy, L.J., read the following judgment of the court: The court 
has in this case to decide a short, but not unimportant, point arising 
under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897, in regard to the sum pay- 
able to the widow and three infant children of a deceased workman. The 
question is whether, upon the facts stuted, the workman havivg been killed 
in circumstances which justified a claim for compensation to his widow 
and children under the Act the case ought to be treated as one of total 
dependency upon the earnings of the workman, or, as the county court 
judge has held, of partial dependency only. It appears from the judgment 
that he has arrived at his conclusion because he held himself bound as a 
matter of law to take into account the benefit to the family which arose 
from the addition to the workman’s earnings of the weekly sums which 
the three elder sons paid to him; and it was argued before us by the 
respondents, in support of the correctness of the judgment, as it was 
before the county court judge, that, as such receipts were not ‘‘ earnings’’ 
within the meaning of the Act, and the children and their mother were at 
the time of the workman’s death being maintained by the workman out of 
a fund of which his earnings, properly so-called, formed only one part and 
these receipts the other part, his widow and children, in the assessment 
of the statutory compensation payable to them upon his death, ought, 
as a matter of law, for that reason to be treated as persons who were 
‘dependants in part dependent upon his earnings’’ We are of opinion 
that this is not the true view. In our judgment, a widow and children 
are, according to the true intent and meaning of the Act, none the 
less ‘‘dependants wholly dependent upon his earnings at the time 
of his deuth’’ because the workman had been enabled through the 
receipt by him, either directly or through his wife as his agent, of 
moneys from wage-earning sons or of moneys coming to him through 
other channels, to augment the fund out of which he has been legally 
bound to maintain, and has maintained, his household. It is no 
objection to this decision that, if in the father’s lifetime one of these 
three wage-earning sons had died under circumstances within the purview 
of this Act, the father, who was in fact at the time of such son’s death 
receiving help from him in the shape of the son’s weekly contribution of 
his wages, might, according to the judgment of the House of Lords in the 
Main Colliery Co. v. Davies (1900, A. C, 358), have successfully put forward 
a claim for compensation under this Act as a person ‘‘in part dependent 
upon his son’s earnings,’’ the father being in such a case, as is pointed out 
by the judgment of the Lord Chancellor (Lord Halsbury), in the case 
referred to, truly dependent, in fact, upon his son’s earnings for the 
fulfilment of his legal obligation to maintain his family. But then, it is 
argued for the respondents, what meauing do you give to the distinction 
drawn by the Act between total dependence and partial dependence? In 
our judgment, the true line of distinction is reasonably plain. If a 
workman’s wife has at the time of her husband's death independent means 
of support of any kind, which neither are derived through or from her 
husband, nor could, without her consent, be appropriated by him, such as 
private income coming to her separately and apart from her husband, or 
money earned by her in business, as by keeping a shop, or in any other 
way separately and apart from her husband, the case is one of. partial 
dependence upon the earnings of the husband. But the claim is not 
taken out of the category of total dependence upon those earnings because 
the husband, whilst he lived, was able, either ugh the receipt of con- 
tributions paid to him by others or through the enjoyment of a pension or 
other pecuviary addition to his earnings, to give his family a better main- 
tenance than his earnings as a walbien, without this supplementary 
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income, would have enabled him to give them. The appeal must, there- 
fore, be allowed, and an award of £300 made in favour of the appellant, 
the apportionment of the compensation to be fixed y the county 
eourt judge, unless the parties agree to it.—Counsg, 8. 7. Evans, K.C., 
and Andrew; Ruegg, K.C., and Shepherd, Soxtcrrors, Andrew, Wood, $ Co., 
for Joseph Hewitt, Barnsley; Corbin, Greener, § Co., for Raley ¢ Sons, 
Barnsley. 
{Reported by J. I, Srratina, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BIRMINGHAM SMALL ARMS FACTORY (LIM.) AND A TRADE- 
MARK No, 281,539. Kekewich, J. 12th June. 


Traps Marx—Same Marx ror Dirrerent Ciasses or Goops—AssociaTED 
Marxs—DiscretTion or THE Reoistrar or Trape-Marks—RecistTrar’s 
Costs or Svuccessrut Appiication AGarnst Rerusat to Recister— 
Trape-Marxs Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 156), ss. 12 (sus-secrion 2), 19, 
24, 27, 48. 


Section 24 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, does not apply to an identical mark 
proposed to be registered for goods which are not the same or of the same descrip- 
tion. The rigistrar’s discretion to impose conditions of registration is subject to 
the provisions of the Act. He has no to impose a condition that certain 
marks should be associated, even though the marks in the hands of different owners 
or assignees might lead to confusion if the confusion is not due to the similarity of 
mark or of goods. 


The Birmingham Small Arms Oo, (Limited) conduct four main groups 
of business — small arms, component parts of bicycles, automobiles, 
engineers’ small tools. In March, 1907, they obtained registration of 
their trade-mark B.S.A., numbered 281,536 in respect of class 19 for 
arms and ammunition. They had at or about the same time applied for 
the same mark B.S.A. upon an application numbered 281,539 for cycles, 
motor cycles, and automobiles, he registrar required, as a condition 
of registering No. 281,539, that it should be associated with No. 281,536. 
The company declined to associate on the ground that they might 
wish to assign their bicycle business separately from the small 
arms business, and that section 27 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, 
would prevent a separate assignment if the trade-marks were associated. 
Upon this the registrar refused to register the trade-mark No. 
281,539 for the reason that the marks in different owners might lead 
to confusion as to source of origin, upon the principle of the Kodak 
case (15 R. P. O. 105), and that the matter was one in his discretion. The 
company applied to the court against this refusal. 


Kexewicn, J., said that in this class of cases he always leaned in favour 
of the registrar, whose decision was given ina judicial manner. In questions 
relating to confusion of marks the registrar, owing to the objections and 
answers which came before him, had a larger experience than the court, 
still, the learned judge had less hesitation to differ in this case as he was 
dealing with a new point on a new section in an amending Act. The dis- 
cretion of the registrar was not absolute or arbitrary, it was subject 
to the prévisions of the Act. The discretion was not cut down by 
section 24 of the Act, but must be exercised subject to that section. 
The section was free from eT and it was therefore not necessary 
to go into the scheme of the Act and of the associated trade-marks under 
it. The consequences, by section 27, were that the owners of an asso- 
ciated trade-mark might not assign it without that the others with which 
it was associated. It was not suggested that there was any close 
resemblance in the goods of the different classes 19 (small arms) and 22 
(cycles and automobiles), and the learned judge did not hesitate to say, on 
the case before him, there was no close resemblance, and that the goods 
were of a different description. The 24th section only dealt with cases 
where applications were made for trade-marks so closely resemb! each 
other that certain consequences were likely to arise. It did not with 
applications for identical marks. In the case of trade-marks for goods of 
a similar description the ques ion for the registrar was that, if an applica- 
tion were made by a stranger, the mark would lead to confusion. The 
section did not refer to any application, the only reference was to an appli- 
cation by a stranger, and this reference was made as a guide to the 

i . A distinction was drawn by the Act (see section 19) between 
identical marks and the marks referred to by section 24. It was 
impossible to read section 24 as applicable to the t case. Where 
was the possibility of confusion? The learned judge understood the 
registrar to say that because the mark B.S A. had already beén used for 
cycles by the company, therefore confusion might arise. If so, it would 
not be the confusion contemplated by section 24. The present gee 
was simply an application to register a mark which the app t had 
already in respect of one class of goods to goods of another class. The 
mark must be registered without any condition as to registration. Upon 
the question of costs, the court now had a discretion under section of 
the 'T'rade-Moerks Act, 1905. The registrar was not a trustee, but was in a 
fiduciary position. By the general rule he would be entitled to his costs so 
long us he did nothing to disentitle him. Although the registrar had 
misconstrued the Act, the point was one of great importance and fully 
called for the attention of the court. In this case the cants 
must pay the costs.—CounseL, P, O. Lawrence, K.0., Walter, K.C., and 
Sebastian; Attorney-General and George Lawrence. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, 
Parker, Pritchards, Barham, § Lawford, for Ryland, Martineau, $ Oo., 
Birmingham ; Solicitor to Board of Trade. 


POWELL ». BROWNE AND ANOTHER. Joyce, J. 6th, 7th, and 8th 
May ; 12th June. 


Morrteace or Equrraste Interest sy Oxrent to Soxicrron — Sup-mort< 
GaGE— Receret Ciauss ry Mortoace —Svurricrent Evipence or Par- 
mENT—Duty or Sus-mortcacee To Require Exramesirc Evipente or 
Payment — Norice sy Sus-mortGaGre To Morrcacor — ALTERATION OF 
State or Account BETWEEN Morteagor aNp Morrcacer Bzrors 


Norics. 

A person taking an assignment from a solicitor of property assigned or conveyed 

to the solicitor by his client in the transaction, sed whch dle of the relationship, 

is under a duty to obtain extrinsic evidence that the consideration for the property 

assigned or conveyed has been given. 

Semble, the person so taking an assignment or is also wnder a duty 

to satisfy himself that the transaction was not invalid by reason of the relationship 

between the solicitor and his client. An assignee of an equitable interest takes 

wt & en ee the assignor and the 
tor. 

Where a sub-mortgagee took a sub-mortgage from a solicitor who had obtained 

the original mortgage from a client, with notice that the solicitor acted as such 

Sor the mortgagor in the mortgage, but the sub-mortg neither inquired for 

evidence extrinsic to the deed that the origi cha es been made, nor gave 

notice of the sub-mortgage to the original mortgagor before the mortgagor became 

entitled to repudiate the mortgage. 

Held, that the original mortgagor was entitled to set up his equity to have the 

mortgage avoided against the sub-mortgagee. 

Bickerton v. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151) distinguished, 


On or about the 27th of February, 1906, one Bloomer, a solicitor, then 
practising in London, being aware that a client of his, the tiff, was 
entitled to certain reversionary interests under his "s will, 
journeyed to Stafford and called upon the plaintiff. Bloomer then 
represented to the plaintiff that he het been ‘azked by another client to 
lend £2,500 to that client upon mo at 6 per cent. per annum, but 
that he (Bloomer) was enwilling to advance the money directly for reasons 
which he alleged or explained. He 


that 
should lend the money on the m and for that purpose Bloomer 
could advance the money to the plain‘ upon the security = a 


all 


instead 
of the plaintiff’s reversionary interest to (Bloomer). Bloomer 
be content with his es costs on both mortgages, while the 
would obtain a profit between the two rates of interest. The plaintiff con- 
sented and Bloomer at once y purporting 
to be a mortgage to himself by the plaintiff of his re terest for 
£2,500, expressed to be in consideration of that amount “‘ this day lent 
the mortgagee to the mortgagor the receipt whereof the 
hereby acknowledge.” © deed RS my sf was dated Srd_ of 
February, 1906. The plaintiff executed the deed. No money passed nor 
did Bloomer lend any to the other client for the plaintiff ; the other client 
had not asked for a loan. In fact, Bloomer was indebted to him. 
Bloomer had then or soon after forged the tiff’s name to a 
mortgage similar to the one executed by the tiff and p 
to transfer the (forged) m to the other t, who gave 
the plaintiff of the transfer; the tiff, however, did not 
the notice and only put it away in his desk. Early in April Bloomer told 
the plaintiff’s brother that the transaction was all t, but in 
the same month Bloomer approached the defendant Browne a loan 
upon the security of a sub-mortgage of the plaintiff’s mortgage of the 
3rd of February, 1906. Browne was also a solicitor and knew that Bloomer 
was the plaintiff's solicitor in that mortgne>, but made no inquiries as to 
the state of account or otherwise of tiff. He however, 
inquire of the trustees of the will as to whether they had received 
notices of dealings with the amg oy and ascertained that 


s 


of the 3rd of February and the were 

Joyce, J., stating the facts relating to the tiff’s 
ge 1906, and the sub-mortgage by to the t 
said: Bloomer never made any advance to the plaintiff or on ‘ 
his only intention, I think we may assume, was to commit a for 
own benefit. As between Bloomer and his client the plaintiff there never 
has in truth been any advance or security. In order that such 
security should arise it was necessary vance the 
£2,500 or some part of it to or on behalf of the plaintiff. He never 
made any advance and at no time could he have recovered a single farthing 
against the present —s, the sone the 3rd 
ry see to be a mortgage reversionary interest before 
Ktt o besinning of June, 1906, Bloomer absconded. By this time, at all 
events, all questions of there being any actual advance under the 
of the 3rd of February, 1906, as had been intended or con 
= plaintiff, was a Fea pe re and S ee by orn 
the mortgage deed he exect' vered up thout paymen' 
this case had to be treated and considered as if the £2,500 mentioned in 
the duel hed heen eatery See to the plaintiff when he een ane 





[Reported by A. 8. Orré, Barrister-at-Lew.]) 
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under the mortgage deed has thus been cancelled. Now in the circum- 
stances there arises the question which cf the two, the plaintiff or the 
defendant Browne, has the better equity, or, in other words, is to suffer 
the loss of the £1,200. As in Bickerton vy. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151) the legal 
interest in the property or funds in which the plaintiff has the reversionary 
interest is in the trustees of the will by which the interest was bequeathed, 
so that the interests of the plaintiff and the defendant Browne are both 
equitable only, and according to Fry, L.J., in Bickerton v.| Walker (31 Ch. D. 
151, at p. 157) the real questions are: ‘‘ What are the relative merits of 
these persons having adverse equitable interests? If the merits of the one 
are greater than those of the other the court will give the priority to the 
greater merits ; if, and only if, the merits are equal, it will give the priority 
of right to the one who is prior in point of time.’”? The general rule 
undoubtedly is that the assignee of a chose in action takes it subject to all 
the equities affecting it. The assignee gets only what the assignor could 
recover from his debtor by action at the date of the assignment. Con- 
sequently every prudent assignee takes care before completion of his 
assignment to inquire from the original debtor what is the state of account 
between him and the assignor, and also whether he has notice of any 
assignment or other charge upon the chose in action the subject of the 
assignment. In the present case the defendant Browne took his sub- 
mortgage without requiring any evidence in respect to the state of the 
account between him and his solicitor Bloomer in reference to the 
mo security or otherwise. Where upon a sale of land the purchaser 
has notice from the abstract or otherwise that the vendor derives title through 
a sale or other conveyance made in favour of one occupying a position from 
which undue influence would be implied, or made by a cestui que trust 
of his interest in the trust property to the trustee, it is the duty of the 
purchaser's advisers to point out the objections to the title and require 
the vendor to satisfy them by evidence that the real facts were such as to 
prevent the transaction from being invalid by reason of the particular 
relation between the parties. A similar rule applies where it appears that 
the vendor derives his title through a purchase by a solicitor from his 
client : Spencer v. Topham (22 Beav. 573). In Gresley v. Mousley (3 
De G. F. & J. 433), where the case was one of an alleged purchase by a 
solicitor from his client, it was held by the Court of Appeal that the 
acknowledgment in and receipt upon the deed of conveyance were not 
sufficient evidence of the purchase-money having been paid. It was in 
that case pointed out that in the case of securities taken by an attorney 
from his client extrinsic evidence of the money having been actually 
advanced is required in order to prove the transaction to have been made 
bond fide, and the case was decided upon the ground that in this respect 
there was no distinction between the case of a security and the case of a 
purchase. Here the defendant Browne, as it is now admitted, knew 
Bloomer to be the plaintiff’s solicitor and to have acted as such in 
reference to the mortgage deed of the 3rd of February, 1906. He 
therefore knew or must be taken to have known that this mortgage 
deed was of no validity unless the money which it purported 
to secure had been in fact advanced, or otherwise was actually 
due, and that any acknowledgment by receipt in or upon the deed 
was not sufficient evidence of this. In other words, a person taking a 
transfer or sub-mortgage of a security to a solicitor by his client, and 
having notice of the existence of that relation in the transaction, if not 
bound to inquire into the state of account between them at the date of the 
transfer or sub-mortgage, takes subject to the risk of it turning out that 
no advance had ever in fact been made, In my opinion, knowledge of the 
fact that Bloomer was the plaintiff's solicitor at the date of the mortgage 
and in reference thereto disentitled the defendant to place reliance upon 
the acknowledgment of payment or receipt in the deed if in fact he did 
rely upon it. The defendant Browne was, I think, put upon inquiry 
whether any such advance as mentioned in the mortgage deed prepared by 
Bloomer and taken from his client was ever made. But he altogether 
omitted to require evidence upon this point. The fact that Bloomer, the 
m ee, was known to the defendant Browne to have acted as the 
laintiff’s solicitor in reference to the mortgage security of the 3rd of 

ebruary, 1906, appears to create a most material distinction between this 
case and that of Bickerton v. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151) and Bateman v. Hunt 
(1904, 2 K. B. 530). In the former case Fry, L.J., says, at p. 158: ‘‘ And 
we ure of opinion that if an assign is willing to take the risk of any pay- 
ment having been made after the date of the mortgage, he is not guilty of 
carelessness or negligence if, in the absence of any circumstances to arouse 
suspicion, he relies upon the solemn assurance under the hand and seal of 
the mortgagor as to the real bargain carried into effect by the mortgage 
deed, a the possession of that deed by the mortgagee, and upon the 
receipt for the full amount of the mortgage money under the hand of the 
m r.’’ Here there were suspicious circumstances, or at all events, 
w comes to the same thing, there was a known fact the knowledge 
of which put the defendant Browne upon inquiry and disentitled him 
without other and satisfactory evidence to rely upon the statement in the 
mortgage deed or to assume the truth of the recital in the sub-mortgage 
that the principal sum of £2,500 still remained due. If the decision in 
Bickerton v. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151) does not govern the present case it 
appears to be clear that Bloomer could not give the defendant Browne a 
better security or more than he himself possessed, and the plaintiff has 
the better equity. Further, the defendant Browne did not think it worth 
while, or, at all events, omitted to give any notice of his sub-mortgage to 
the plaintiff. In fact the plaintiff never heard of it until after Bloomer 
had absconded, by which time, as I have already pointed out, the plaintiff 
was entitled to have the mortgage security such as it is delivered up to 
him without payment. Even now no formal notice of the sub-mortgage 
has been given to the plaintiff, but of course he heard of it soon after 
Bloomer had disappeared, when the legal advisers of the several es 
got into communication and began to discuss the situation. But to cite 





another passage from the judgment in Bickerton v. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151, 
at p. 158), ‘‘ An assignee of a mortgage’’ (the case would be the same 
with a sub-mortgagee) “is affected by all transactions which may have 
taken place between the mortgagor and mor ee subsequently to the 
mortgage, and the assignee is bound to give it for all moneys received 
by his assignor before he has given notice of the assignment to the mort- 
gagor.’’ At the time when the plaintiff first heard of the sub-mortgage 
Bloomer had no claim of any sort or kind against the plaintiff under the 
fraudulent mortgage of the 3rd of February, 1906. If it had ever existed 
as a security at all it had I think been discharged. The result is, there- 
fore, that the plaintiff is entitled to succeed. The learned judge made a 
declaration that neither the alleged eub-mortgage nor the mortgage were 
of any effect against the plaintiff, and gave a direction to re-assign at the 

laintiff’s cost, each party to bear his own costs of the action.—CovnszL, 

‘ounger, K.C., and John F. Harman ; Hughes, K.C., and J. D. Israel ; Ward 
Coldridge. Souicrrors, Charles F. Ingram; Karuth, Browne, § Ottaway ; 


Weatherley § Co. : 
[Reported by A. 8. Orr#, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
REX v. MARSHAM. Lz parte CHAMBERLAIN. Div. Court. 
19th June. 


Moror-car—Sprep Limit Frxep unpeR THE Act—Exceptions To INDORSE- 
MENT OF LiceNcE—REGULATIONS MapE BY THE CoMMISSIONERS OF WoRKS 
UNDER THE Parxs Recuiation Act, 1872—Fmsr Orrence—Inporse- 
MENT OF Conviction on LiczNce—CeRTIoRARI—Moror-cak Act, 1903 
(3 Ep. 7, c. 36), ss. 4, 9. 


By section 9 of the Motor-car Act, 1903, twenty miles an hour on a highway 
is fized as the speed limit, and provision is made for any conviction for an offence 
in connection with the driving of a motor-car being indorsed on the licence, except 
the conviction for a first or second offence consisting solely of exceeding any limit 
speed as fixed under that Act. The Commissioners of Works made regulations 





under the Parks Regulation Act, 1872, limiting the speed in parks to ten miles. 
The appellant was convicted of exceeding ten miles an hour in St. James’s-park, 
and the magistrate held that, as the limitation of ten miles an hour was not fixed 
by the Act of 1903, the exception in favour of a first or second offence against 
speed driving did not apply, and he accordingly indorsed the licence. : 
Held, that the exception applied to any limit fixed by a competent authority to 
make regulations for the speed of motor-cars, and that the words in the Act of 


1903 ‘* fized under this Act’? were surplusage. 

The rule for a certiorari to quash the indorsement was accordingly made 
absolute. 

Rule sisi for a writ of certiorari to quash an indorsement on a motor-car 
licence of a conviction for driving a moter-car in St. James’ Park at a 
greater speed that ten miles an hour contrary to regulations made by the 
Commissioners of Works on the 28th of April, 1904, under the Parks 
Regulation Act, 1872, and ongprmnes by notice exhibited in the park. 
The magistrate convicted the appellant and caused his licence to be 
indorsed with the conviction. It was inst the indorsement of 
the licence that the appeal was brought, the appellant never having 
been previously convicted of an offence in connection with the 
driving of a motor-car. By section 4 of the Motor-car Act, 1903, it is 
provided that: ‘‘Any court before whom a person is convicted of an 
offence under this Act, or of any offence in connection with the driving of 
a motor-car, other than a first or second offence, consisting solely of 
exceeding any limit of speed fixed under this Act if the person 
convicted holds any licence under this Act, shall cause particulars of the 
conviction, and of any order of the court made under this section, to be 
indorsed upon any licence held by him, and shall also cause a copy of 
those particulars to be sent to the council by whom any licence so indorsed 
has been granted. . . .” Rule 3 of the rules, dated the 28th of April, 
1904, made by the Commissioners of Works for St. James’s and Green 
Parks in connection with the! regulations — by the Parks 
Regulation Act, 1872, provides that “‘ drivers of all vehicles must conform 
to such orders for the regulation of traffic as may be given by the park- 
keepers or published by notice exhibited in the parks.’’ Rule 4 provides 
that ‘‘ cars propelled or drawn by mechanical means shall only be admitted 
subject to such regulations as may from time to time be framed by 
the Commissioners of his Majesty’s Works and Buildings and published by 
notice exhibited in the parks.’ A notice limiting the speed of motor- 
cars to ten miles an hour was exhibited at the entrance to the k. 
In shewing cause against the rule it was submitted that the words of the 
Motor Act were so wide that indorsement must follow the conviction, as 
the appellant had been convicted of an offence in connection with the 
driving of a motor-car, other than a first or second offence consisting of 
exceeding a speed limit fixed under the Motor-car Act, 1903. The speed 
limit in this case was fixed under the Parks Regulation Act, 1872, ana the 
exception in favour of a first or second offence did not apply. In support 
of the rule it was urged that the words “‘ fixed under this Act ”’ in section 
4 were surplusage. It would be absurd that a court should be bound to 
indorse a conviction for a first offence of exceeding ten miles an hour in 
the park when a conviction for a first offence of exceeding twenty miles 
an hour in a crowded street could not be indorsed. ‘ 

Lord Atvexstone, O.J., said the case presented some difficulty, for it 
would be difficult to say that the appellant had not been convicted “ of 
any offence in connection with the driving or a motor other than a first or 
second offence consisting solely of exceeding any limit of speed fixed 
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under the Motor-car Act, 1903.’’ That Act prescribed by section 9 a 
speed limit of twenty miles an hour on a highway, and provided for the 
indorsement of any conviction other than a conviction for a first or 
second offence consisting wholly of ex the speed limit as “ fixed 
under the Act.’? He could not think that the words of the section even 
as framed imposed an obligation on the magistrate to indorse a first or 
second offence of exceeding a speed limit of ten miles an hour in St. 
James’ Park simply on the ground that the speed limit was fixed in some 
other lawful way than under the Act of 1903. It was a very stro 
argument in support of the rule being made absolute that a first or secon 
conviction for exceeding twenty miles outside the k could not be 
indorsed, although a conviction for driving eleven miles an hour in the 

k had to be indorsed. He thought the appeal to have the indorsement 
quashed must be allowed. 

Danruine and A. T. Lawrence, JJ., concurred. The rule was according] 
made absolute and the indorsement quashed.—CovunseL, G. R. Askwith ; 
Avory, K.0., and J. K. F. Cleave. Soxscrrors, The Treasury Soliestor ; Firth 


Co. 
” [Reported by Erxsxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.]| 


Re AN ELECTION FOR THE BOROUGH OF WORCESTER. £2 parte 
WALTER CALDICOTE, Bucknill, J. 24th June, 


Exection Law—Par.iaAMent—ILiggaAL PaymMents—PayMents By Person 
Nor tHe Exvecrion Acent ov tHe, CANDIDATE—PaymeNnts Wuicxn Covutp 
Property Have Been Mapz sy Acent anp Werz Duty Vovucuep For 
tn THE CAnprIpDATE’s Return or Expsnses— Retrer —OCorrvurt AND 
IntecaL Practices Prevention Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c, 57), 8. 23. 


Held, that although the payments were illegal, because made by a person who 
was not the election agent of the candidate, they were payments which could 
properly have been made by an agent, and having been made honestly, bona fide, 
and openly, and in ignorance of the consequences, the applicant was entitled to 
relief. 

Application by Mr. Walter Caldicote under section 23 of the Corrupt 
and Lil Practices Prevention Act, 1883, for relief from the penalties 
imposed by the Act in respect of the payments of various sums amounting 
to £101 10s. 8d. he had made, not being the election agent, on behalf of 
G. H. Williamson, a candidate at the election of a member to represent 
the City of Worcester in Parliament, on the ground that the payments were 
made through inadvertence or ignorance of the provisions of the Act. 
On the 7th of December, 1905, Mr. G. H. Williamson was selected as 
Parliamentary candidate for Worcester. Before an election agent was 
appointed he asked Mr. Oaldicote, who was a t personal friend, to 
obtain various things which were necessary for election purposes, and he 
gave him £100 for the purpose. The money was expended for such 
purposes as the hire of a public hall, the expense of the candidate’s 
address and the printing of leaflets and canvass books. The election 
took place on the 17th of January, and a return of the candidate’s 
expenses was made and a full disclosure made of all the irregular payments 
made by the applicant, and vouchers were attached for all of them. 
In February a commission was lodged against the return of Mr. Williamson, 
who had been the successfulcandidate. The trial took place in June, and 
allegations of bribery were made, but the applicant was not called upon 
by the judges to show cause. A commission was held which made its 
report in November. A charge of bribery and illegal practices was made 
against Mr. Caldicote, and the commissioners found that he had been 
guilty of bribery in respect of the payment of a sum of 5s. 6d. and of an 
illegal practice in respect of the payment away by him of £100. From 
this decision the applicant appealed to Bigham, J., at the Worcester 
assizes, who on the evidence came to a conclusion which was in - 
ment with the findings of the commissioners so far as the charge of 5s. 6d. 
was concerned. The learned judge, however, came to the conclusion that 
he had no jurisdiction to grant relief in respect of the illegal paying away 
of the £100, but intimated that if he bad had jurisdiction he hould have 
dealt with it a. The present application was then made to 
Bucknill, J. No one appeared to oppose the application. 

Bucgni1, J., in giving judgment, said so far as he could gather, 
Bigham, J., came to the conclusion that Mr. Oaldicote had acted with 
perfect honesty in the matter. He had read the affidavit filed by the 
applicant, and it appeared clear that these payments were made honestly, 
bond fide, and openly, and through inadvertence and ignorance of the 
consequences of so doing. The payments were all payments which could 
properly have been made by an election agent. Hecame to the conclusion 
that these payments, although illegal, were made under circumstances that 
brought them within the wording of the Act. He therefore ordered that 
the payment of £101 10s. 8d. made by the eo should bean exception 
to the provisions of the Corrupt and Illegal tices Prevention Act, 1863, 
on the ground that the said payments arose from inadvertence, and not 
from any want of good faith.—CounsaL, R. W. Coventry. Soxicrrors, Ford 
$ Ford, for A. A. Maund, Worcester. 

[Reported by Easxinsz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re B, & J. CROW. Ex parte COLLIER & CO. Bigham and Sutton, JJ. 
18th June. 


Bankruprcy—Act or Bankrurptcy—AcquiEscENcE IN Degp or AssiGn- 
mENT—Supriyine Goops To TrustRE UNDER Dezp—Norice— Banxevurtcy 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 4, suB-secTIon 1 (a). 


An order for goods sent by a trustee under a deed, and signed by him as trustee, 





Y | an invoice of the goods ordered and wrote 


creditor is not precluded by the tance of such order from presenting a petition 
alleging such deed as the act of relied on. 

Appeal by the debtors against a recei order made by the registrar of 
the county court at Preston. Upon the 18th of March, 1907, the debtors 
held a meeting of their creditors which was 
accountant, on behalf of a number of trade creditors, inclu 
petitioning creditors. A proposal 
ment for the benefit of tors was carried at the mee but Brett 
not vote and said that he did not assent to the deed. He reported the 
result of the meeting to the petitioning creditors. On the 19th of March 
a deed of assignment was executed and a trustee appointed. On the 
same day the trustee sent an order to the peti creditors me ng 
to be supplied ‘‘ to me as trustee of this estate ’’ signed the as 
trustee. reply to this order the petiti creditors sent the trustee 
say that the goods were 
awaiting hisremittance. Notice of the execution of the deed of - 
ment reached the creditors on the 21st of March, and on the same day 
trustee sent them cash for the goods, which were delivered on the 22nd of 
March. On the 6th of May the petitioning creditors presented a tion 
alleging the execution of the deed as the act of bankruptcy upon. 
A receiving order was made upon the 4th of June, from which the debtors 
now appealed, and it was contended on their behalf that by accepting the 
trustee’s order for goods the petitioning creditors had —— in the 
deed of assignment and could not — upon it as an act of toy. 

Tue Court (Bienam and Surron, JJ.) held that the order for the le 
sent by the trustee was not notice to the petition creditors the 
execution of a deed of assignment, and that although the goods were 
delivered after — had formal notice of the execution of the deed, yet the 
contract for the sale of the goods had been completed before the receij 
of notice, and the creditors were bound by such contract to deliver the 
goods. Appeal dismissed. —CounseL, Mansfield; Hansell, Souicrrons, 
W. J. E. Tremetlen, for Fletcher § Son, Blackpool ; Rose, Johnson, ¢ 0o., 
for Ascroft, Preston. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraxoxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Council of Legal Education. 


The following appointments have been made by the Council of Legal 
Education: Lecturer in Hindu and Mahomedan Law.—Mr. Leslie de 
Gruyther. Lecturer in Roman-Dutch Law.—Mr. W. R. Bisschop, LL.D. 
(Leyden). The board of examiners for the year ending the 10th of 
January, 1909, consists of Mr. A. F. Murison, LL.D., Mr. William Bow- 
stead, Mr. A. H. Ruegg, K.O., Mr. J. E. H. Benn, Mr. G. H. B. Kenrick, 
LL.D., and Mr. Aubrey J. Spencer. 


The Law Society. 


The Council of the Law Society has appointed Mr. Norman H. Baynes, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, and Mr. Maurice L. Gwyer, of the Inner Temple, to the 
vacant tutorships in connection with the society’s teaching system. Mr. 
Baynes, who took his degree from New College, Oxford, was awarded the 
Lothian Prize in 1901 and the Arnold Prize in'1903. He was a pupil of 
Mr. Justice Parker. Mr. Gwyer is a Fellow of All Souls’ Oullege, Oxf 
and a prizeman of the Council of Legal Education. He was a pupil 
Mr. Maurice Hill, 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Atzert Romer Mackuin, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Revising Barrister on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succession to the late 
Dr. J. W. Cooper. 

Mr. A. E. Parerson, solicitor, of the firm of Dendy & Paterson, of 
5, Cross-street, Manchester, and of Altrincham, has eae appointed a 
Commissioner to take Acknowledgments of Married Women. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Joun Moy Evans and Srepnen Watrer Tuomas, solicitors (Moy Evans & 
Thomas), Swansea, June 24, (Gazette, June 25. 





General. 


The forty-first meeting of the Bankrup Law Amendment 
Committee was held on the 19th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. 
Muir Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. 
William Evans, the present Ins -General in Bankruptcy, who has had 
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It is stated that a number of members of the Belgian bar are 
coming over to this country on July Ist. They will be entertained 
by their English confréres, and will visit the Inns of Court and the 
Central Criminal Court. 


The following advertisement, says the Hvening Standard, appears in a 
morning paper :—‘‘Barrister, with large commercial] experience, good 
linguist, age fifty, extensive traveller, will act as negotiator, arrange 
business disputes; acts in a strictly confidential capacity for a good 
business firm in most parts of the world. Highest bankers’ and other 
references given and required.” 


Mr. Justice Channell, on the 19th inst., had a maiden assize at 
Appleby, Westmorland, and was presented with white gloves. In his 
charge to the grand jury, the learned judge, alluding to the changes 
in the assize system in contemplation, said he did not think the assizes 
should be abolished anywhere. A simpler plan would be for judges 
to refrain from going to a county on occasions when there happened 
to be no business. That would be preferable to abolishing assizes, 
because cases were much better tried locally. 


Mr. E. K. Blyth, says a writer in the Globe, has been nominated 
for the office of president of the Law Society, and, since no other 
candidate has been nominated, his election is assured. Mr. Blyth, 
who is the senior member of a well-known City firm of solicitors, has 
spent over half a century in the profession. ite was elected a mem- 
ber of the Council twelve years ago, and has taken a leading part in 
keeping the familiar question of the Long Vacation before the society. 
In the office of vice-president he will be succeeded by Mr. J. 8. 
Beale, who recently resigned the post of solicitor to the Midland 
Railway Co. to become a director. It has already been arranged 
that Mr. Beale, when in due course he reaches the position of presi- 
dent, will deliver his presidential address at Birmingham. Mr. Blyth 
is less fortunate. The Law Society will not hold its usual meeting in 
the provinces this year. 


The Married Women’s Property Bil!, prepared on instructions of 
the Council of the Law Society, passed Secuds Standing Committee 
A of the House of Commons on Monday. Mr, Bertram proposed a 
number of verbal or drafting amendments with the object of making 
the language of the Bill identical as far as possible with that of the 
Acts the Bill is intended to amend. Mr. Micklem pointed out that 
the language of the Bill had been carefully considered in the House 
of Lords by the late Lord Davey and by the present and late Lord 
Chancellors. Mr. Napier suggested that the difference in language 
between this and the earlier Married Women’s Property Acts was in 
itself calculated to raise doubts and difficulties of a construction, 
and said he should be happier if he could be assured that there were 
sound reasons for the variation in language. The Attorney-General 
for Ireland said that, if the terms of the Bill had been carefully con- 
sidered by eminent legal authorities, it would be rash of this Com- 
mittee in such delicate matters to alter them, and accordingly he 
threw the weight of his authority against the proposed amendments. 
Eventually, says the 7'imes, the amendments were either withdrawn or 
negatived, and the Bill was ordered to be reported, 


In moving the third reading of the Statute Law Revision Bill, the 
Lord Chancellor said that he had about five pages of amendments to 
move ‘in relation to the provisions of the measure which had been 
brought in upon the recommendation of the Statute Law Revision 
Committee, and the revised edition of which came down to 1886. 
For the purposes of this Bill it was proposed to bring the revision 
down to 1900. It had always been the practice to send out the con- 
templated alterations to the parties concerned and to invite their 
recommendations upon them. The Bill had been sent to the different 
departments, and he had now received the amendments proposed on 
their suggestion. The amendments were entirely and solely for the 
purpose of actually representing what the law was in view of the 
repeals and qualifications which had been added by more recent 
legislation. e matter was extremely technical, and there was not 
the least ground for supposing that any alteration was made in the 
law. It was intended merely to have a faithful record of what the 
statute law was. He therefore proposed to move, with the permission 
of the House, all the amendments en bloc. This suggestion was agreed 
to, and the amendments were incorporated in the Bill, 


Mr. Justice Walton, says the Z'imes, in the course of his charge 
to the grand jury at Winchester last week, remarked that with regard 
to the waste of time on circuit and the delay in the trial of actions 
in the King’s Bench Division, there was much misconception. Under 
the present system the dates of the assizes were necessarily fixed upon 
an estimate of the average amount of business at each assize town. 
It followed from this that there were sometimes at some places days 
to spare, and time was in this way sometimes wasted; but at other 
places the time allowed was insufficient, and the court had to sit very 
] hours, so that in the general result the actual loss of time was 
inconsiderable. But undoubtedly such a state of things was not satis- 
rose and involved considerable inconvenience to the public. It was 
di to see how this could be remedied without a change in the 
present circuit system. With regard fo the effect of circuit arrange- 
mente upon business in London, he was quite satisfied that, with the 
existing circuit system, and with the present staff of judges, it was 
extremely difficult—he might, perhaps, say impossible—to make satis- 





factory arrangements for the regular and continuous and convenient 
despatch of business in London. But the result of this was not so 
much delay as uncertainty and irregularity in the tria! of actions, 
There was some misconception as to arrears in the King’s Bench 
Division. A consideration of the lists would shew that there was no 
great delay in the trial of actions. The fact was that the delay and 
difficulty which at present very seriously impaired the usefulness of 
the courts were due mainly to the great multiplicity of appeals and 
the consequent pressure of business in the Court of Appeal. How- 
ever speedily an action was brought on for trial, an unsuccessful Liti- 
gant could postpone the ultimate decision for many months by ap- 
pealing to the Court of Appeal. Whether some change could be am 
in the circuit system by which time could be saved and unnecessary 
expense prevented was a question rather for the Legislature than for 
the judges. The circuit system had great advantages, and no im- 
portant change should be made in that system without very careful 
consideration. 


The Criminal Appeal Bill has been under the consideration of Com- 
mittee B of the House of Commons. The chief changes made are as 
follows:—The Attorney-General accepted an amendment by Sir E. 
Carson providing that the judges of the Court of Criminal Appeal 
should be judges of the King’s Bench Division. Clause 1 contains a 
provision that if the Lord Chief Justice so directed the court might 
sit in two divisions. Mr. Rawlinson proposed that the final words 
should be “two or more’’ divisions, and this was accepted by the 
Attorney-General, and agreed to. An important discussion, says the 
Times, arose on sub-section 4, which provides that the judgment of 
the court should be according to the opinion of the majority, and 
should be delivered by the president or some other one judge 
nominated by him, no other member of the court being allowed to 
pronounce a separate judgment. Mr. Rawlinson moved the omission 
of this sub-section. Some of the most powerful judgments on points 
of law had been minority judgments. The Attorney-General said it 
was important that the judgment of this tribunal should have the 
greatest possible authority. The precedent followed was that of the 
Privy Council, of whose divisions the world knew nothing, their judg- 
ment being the judgment of the majority. The newspaper criticism 
which might be raised by a single dissentient judgment would largely 
counteract the advantage of this legislation. In the course of dis- 
cussion, Sir W. Anson pleaded that a distinction might be drawn 
between judgments on matters of law and on matters of fact. A 
strong dissentient judgment might well lead to a necessary change 
in the law. Although the Privy Council were not entitled to express 
any dissentient judgment, their judgments were not binding on their 
successors. Mr. Evans urged the Attorney-General to consider the 
point raised by Sir W. Anson. Sir E. Carson hoped the sub-section 
would be retained. It would often be difficult to distinguish between 
judgments founded on law and on fact. It ought never to be allowed 
to leak out that there was any division in the Court of Criminal 
Appeal. After further discussion, the Attorney-General said he would 
like the point to stand over for settlement later. He recognised that 
questions of law of enormous importance might arise, such as those 
affecting, for instance, criminal jurisdiction over the three-mile limit, 
where the individual opinions of judges might be expressed without 
endangering the administration of justice in particular cases. It 
might be possible to except from the sub-section cases where, in the 
opinion of the court, there was any question of law on which it 
would be convenient that separate judgments should be allowed. Mr. 
Rawlinson, while not resisting the Attorney-General’s suggestion, 
challenged division on the whole sub-section, which was retained by 
thirty-three votes to two, and the clause was agreed to on the under- 
standing that the Attorney-General would bring forward his amend- 
ment hereafter. On the 21st inst. Mr. Rawlinson took exception to the 
provision in Clause 13, that the time when a prisoner in custody was 
specially treated as an appellant should not count as any part of his 
sentence. It was not fair that any delay in dealing with his appeal, a 
delay due tono faultof his own, should serve to increase his penalty. 
He moved to omit this provision. The Attorney-General said the appel- 
lant in the case under consideration would be treated like a prisoner 
awaiting trial. The amendment would encourage appeals for the mere 
purpose of escaping hard labour. Lord R. Cecil thought some dis- 
cretion should be given to the judges to consider some reduction of 
the sentence in view of the imprisonment while the appeal was pend- 
ing, as the extension of sentence might be a hardship not only to the 
prisoner but to others dependent on him. The Attorney-General 
thought the court might have this power under the Bill as it stood, 
but, regarding the suggestion as valuable, he would consider the 
question before report. The amendment was withdrawn. On the 
Attorney-General’s motion a sub-section was added to Clause 15 to 
provide for the summary disposal of frivolous and vexatious appeals. 
To the Rule Committee constituted by Clause 18 (Rules of urt) 
were added, on the motion of the Attorney-General, a chairman of 
quarter sessions appointed by a Secretary of State, a clerk of the 
peace, and a solicitor appointed by the President of the Law Society 
for the time being. On the motion of Lord R. Cecil there was also 
added ‘‘a barrister to be appointed by the General Council of the Bar,” 
On the Attorney-General’s motion there was added to Clause 20 a 
provision that in appeals on a question of law alone the court may 
decide that the procedure under the Crown Cases Act, 1848, should 
- followed, and require a case to be stated accordingly under that 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or Reorstrans ix ATTENDANCE ON 




















Date. Emercercy AprzaL » aad Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Rota. No. Kexewios. Jorcs. 
Monday, July ......... 4 2. ee etd Mr. King Mr. Farmer 
ued beni = Farmer Greswell Church Beal 
Ww =e cecccnceeoes Carrington Leach Farmer 
Thursday A 4 Pemberton Greswell Church Beal 
Friday ..+.sseeesee-orsees Church Leach Farmer 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swinrer Eapy. Waraimeton. NEvILiz. Panxenr. 
| ew ~ ity ccoounee § Mie. Bouner Mr. Pemberton Mr. GoldschmidtMr. Theed 
Tuesda: A Carrington Theed Goldschmidt 
AL = Pemberton Goldschmidt Bloxam 
T oxam Carrington Theed Borrer 
— Borrer Pemberton ¢ Greswell 
Bloxam Carrington Theed Leach 
. . _ 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette—Frivay, June 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laarep ix Cuanorry. 

Avo o-Farxcn axp Amexioan Corporation, Limitzp—Petn for winding up, presented 


June 18, directed to be heard July 2. Stibbard & Co, 21, Leadenhall st, solors for petners. 
Notice 4 appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon 0 yi 

Cussterton Gas Licut So Luatrep—Creditors are requested, on or before July 22, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars poy their debts or claims, to Edward 
Hollinshead, Tunstall, solor for liquidators 

Exuisit anv Trapixe Co, Limitep - Creditors are required, on or — July 31, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to James 
McLaren, 24, Brook’s alley, Liv: 1, liquidator 

Farmess SupPiy AssocraTion ( KISHPUOL) Luot,p—Creditors are required, on or 
before August 17, to send their names and addresses, and the Lec iy errs of their debts 
or claims, to Alfred Adolphe Manbre, 14, Blackstock st, Li uidator 

InvustTaiaL anv Bayxine Issue Corporation, Seen Gelaed aie required, on or 

ore ~~ » their names -_ addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

elaims, to William Henry Pannell, 13, Basinghall st. Parker & Richardson, New Broad 


st, solors for liquidator 
a Jamu Co, Linrrzp—Petn for wi! » presented June 18, directed to be heard 
uly 2. Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedfor: row, for Hewitt, Barnsley, solor for petner. 


Notice of ing e hond the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of July 1 
Loxpow Staxparp Motor Omwisvus Co oe for winding oP. op June 
19, directed to be heard July 2. Clifford Co, Finsbury pra for petner. 
Notice of must the above-named not later than 6 @ o'clock in the after- 
noon of July1 
London Gasette,—Turspay, June 25, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep tm CHANCERY. 
Epwis J Brett, Limtrep (in Laqguesanie)- Qoeiiions a8 required, on or before July 15, 
to send in their names —_e and th > pustiviens of their debts or claims, to 
‘Arthor Vanheems Mann, 6, West Harding st, Potter In, liquidator 
EJ Rayzovutp & Co, ven for 
at Cockermou 


up, 

th, on 5, at 10.30, Milburn, Workington, for 
Fleet st. solor for ctinn of eggeacing must ust reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in of J 


Foipa. Synpicatsz, ee ae me ome, on or before my A 20, to send their 
names - add: and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stanley Howard 
Bersey, 41, Coleman st, liquidator 
Hover & Mae, Luarsp- en oe on or before promi tg # dd to send their 

names and and the gestions of of their bts or claims. Macaulay, 

yt, Rnutaford ri, Pi for winding’ wp, prevented Jun 5, Gioneted te De Doant 
JOLI NES, TtED—Petn for i 

amy 6 Nicol & Co, Lime st, solors for reach the 


not later than 6 o’clock in ~ ae yah 
MP. Synpica ames aaadiens ate required, on or July 25, to send their 
names aditremes, Coleen on their debts or claims, to Henry St. John 


Patent tes Linrtsp—Feta for bower J up, 
heard at the Court urt House, Government en 
Co, — solors for petners. Notice of 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 11 
Raynes Lipzanizs, Limitep— Creditors are required, on or before July 26, to send their 
names and addresses, with a statement of their claim, to H A Allison, 85, Gresham st, 


uidator 
Reanaay & Co, Lamenn~Contiions ene seutioeh on of betine ly O, % cond Heats nema 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stanley Howard Bersey, 41, 


Coleman 

Wanna Fisn axp Game Co, Liurrzp—Creditors are souiead, on or befure July 12, 
to send their names and add: and the particulars of their debts or 
Edward Macaulay, 2 259, Knutsford a, = solor he liquidator 


Weer or Evciasp LzaTezr oo Luarep—Peta —— presented 
aay gy ed to be heard at the County Oourt Hall, Frome, July "Kins & Hon, 
Frome, solors for petners. Notice of ap; must reach not later 
than six o’clock in the afternoon of July 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tuxspar, June 11, 
Barrax, Susan, Gruhn, Perranzabuloe, Cornwall July 18 Hancock, St Agnes, 


Brace, Sentieh, Earteanen Warehouseman 15 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Braxxixsor, Taomas, upon Tyne, bus July 28 Gibson, Newcastle upon 


Bown, » Blackpool July 15 Ascroft, Blackpool 


Brav.ey, Jounx, Hyde, Chester July 10 Knowles & Son, Hyde 
Brooxs, Gzorce Farpeniox, Chatteris, Cambridge, Farmer July 6 Ruston, Chatteris 
ee Samugt, Newcastle upon Tyne Augi Dransfield & Bisdon, Newcastle upon 


Buatox, Louisa Eptra, Ealing July 81 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 

Bussy, Janes, Birmingham, Forage Contractor July 18 White, ~ 
Carap, Wrut1am Epwaarp, St Leonard’s on Sea July5 Langham & Co, Hastiogs 
Carer, Ricnarp Brarayt, Bath July 13 Shum, Bath 


Game, oom, Sheffield, Painter July 20 pe, .-- 
LARKE, Hannan, Grandborongh, Bucks * Clapton 
a ~~ Ley ee Tol W jan . & mt, 
LENUTT, CoARLES ARTHUR, bey 
Coutins, James, Avondale Me dS Old Kent Deatord row 


Cosway, Epwix Cua: 8 Hickman, Bas 
Cursswet, Mary ee ly i 


et 
Notts ty - A i. Barlow, N 
nag Tom, Shiplake on 


on Thames, , Queen Victoria st 
Dow, Sanz, Toxteth Park, rich FFs 
Barysnaw, Eviex GRoRGIANA, orwich Ads Be Preston & 
Epwarps ERT, 
shasern, ‘guizanera, Atkins mi, ¢ Ae ¥ 

‘onMAN, THOMA( i Ai Ba See 
Gantz, Joux, Chislehurst zs 1 _Begcheroft & tg ee 
Goan, Youn, Otsten, Gesuy Saye), ener 6 Oe 

RE, JOHN, ly 
Garenway, Henny Cuarks, OWraswick, Farmer 
Harper, Caso.ine Saran Wiltshire hme sent Net 17 ily 30 Fog 
Hemaina, Sir + N any Lawson, , GCMG, Cleveland sq, Hyde Park 
Bellord & Co, Queen V: 





Hices, Wiu114M, Northampton J 4 Denton & Co, ear ute, 
Hix, Joux Francis, Grocer July 31 ay ° Sheffield 

Huxert, Cnartes Tuomas, Palfrey, W: Engine 10 Platt, Walsall 
Homenerys, EvizapeTa Mary, Seattond rine 30 amen 

Host, Frepeaicx Prat, = Lane Advertising 05; aye & Co, Liverpool 
Jupp, Caro.tns, Hove, Sussex July 1 Rabe & bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Keuty, James Warrsy, Bristol, & Son, Bristol 


Sinnott 
MoclIwrvyag, Evizasetn Ayn, i ee yay 1_ Bruce & Co, Basinghall st 


Maatiy, Susannan WILLETT, July 8 "Sa 
ane Wirtemburg st, ~~ BR. iS Michell. Wellington, 


merset 
Moor, Mary Pea Tuttiey, Mayfield, Sussex, Builder fos 19 Andrew & Cheale, Tun- 
os wie se Brockley view, Forest Hill July8 Marsden & Co, Old Cavendish st, 


O’Coxnor, Tuomas ewe Arlington st, Piccadilly July 17 yy 

Gunns, Besees, Garlie’s rd, Forest Civil Engineer July 6 Girling, Farstval a, 
Patragz, Hewsy, Derby, Fish Dealer Jul Heny, 
Panxer, Mary, Shepherd’s Bush July 18 "Woodburn & Liverpool 

Paruirs, James, Weston Mare "yaly 15 Smith & Son, —— a 
Gunegyas, Masews Joun, pe Boat Owner July 11 vis, New 8a, 


poemante, Rev ae D, Blac = 4 ay ; Bedford row 
mNIoR, WILLIA % burn, Gibsons Wigan 
BLADE ‘Major Genera neral’ Joux Ramsay, Rhayader, Radnor’ July 81 Gladen & Wing, 


Srocxn, Davin, Santos ri, Wandsworth July 28 Sloper & Co, Putney hill 
Srnick, GHaRies Epwaarp, ‘Bwansea Ra 2 Strick & Swansea 
Swa.es, Emanvgy, Southport Sept1 Wilmot & - 


Swiexs, Evizapera, Laverton, Yorks July 13 Ripon 

Tuomrson. Stuon, Middlesmoor, Yorks July 13 Edmundson & Gowland, Kipon 
agp, Mary, July 

Watson, Tuomas, London J j 7” J Fest an 

Wuirtine, Epwarp Moraar, W super Mare July 15 & Bons, Weston super 


Woop, Marruew Worthing July 20 Arthur, Queen Victoria st 
London Gasette.—Faipay, June 14. 


Battey, Ji Epwarp, Doncaster, Licensed Victualler July 14 Doncaster 
Bansv, Jous Bowann, Denesster, Lise vee Cues tae th Pokal, O 


ewry 
ee 
Bers, Karnascne Hapienr, Werte Oe nee is te 8 
Oooor, Je Josara Sra eee Cornwall, Master Mariner July 12 Carlyon & 
Beyzrice Henry, Golatbesengh gdns, Hampstead, Insurance Broker 


& Co, Fenchurch st 
Dzax, Thomas, Loveclough, Rawtenstall, Lancs July 18 Whitaker & Hibbert, 


Dewmay, rine Biches Rev Lewis Wiiu1am, Willian Rectory, nr Hitchin July 31 
Bacort, Bun, Begwing, W Witens. ane AK Heywood, Abergsvenny 
ova, Dav, Ra st sewaey 

, Joux, Plumstead, Bour 7 Retailer * damp, ‘Wos 
Gcanern, Many Loot Louisa Carouixe, Sunningbill, uly 3 ine & Pembertons, 


inn fields 
Gannoop, Henry Jous, Eye, Suffolk, Wheel July 2% Lawton & Co, Eye 
Gantor, ‘Witttax, Wellington rd, ean July 31 Nicholson & Crouch, 


Geez, Axx, Shelford, Cambrid 1 Eaden & Co, 
Garay, Rev Eow ax Drea, Bromborough , Chester July11 Hunter & Haynes, 


Gunes, Sani, Br Becesbesough Rectory, Chester July 11 Hunter & Haynes, New oq, 


Deganwy, Carnarvon July 20 a 

ee 8 ae ae Beak Cashier "Aug Dixons, 
Hosaax, Jonw Groner, Plough rd, Rotherhithe peaks Fairfoot & Co, Clement's inn, 
Chester July 13 pate 2 on es 


D’ AmBRuMENT 
ul 


res am tr a 
Kei, Wittax Hex He [et Builder duly af ord nS Ves ions 

oy oN 3, Woodbury, Devon, Ba et south Te siandving & 6, 

a hy CHARLOTTE ee moor. ay 1 Bal, Bo i Rooker Beetle rimoath 
Se ies coc ced, Lance, July at Mester Mariner “July 1, Hughes & Meghes, 


Mevwiza, Lovis Gonos, King’s Norton, Worcester, Schoolmaster July 1 Perry & Co, 
Mruwane, Saban, Fidbeoten, Plsherten cum Beste, Siylte July 31 Stenton & Metcalfe, 





Marion, Joum, Chestortet, Gaee Fase July 31 aoe 6 oa 


Shoe Factor Junez7 Jaques & Birmingham 


Nortox, Sypxzy, 
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Pipexon, Jaues Conn, Birchington on Sea, Kent July 31 Ashurst &Co, Throgmorton av 
Pooue, Corszuivs Hancock, Weston super Mare July 6 Baker & Co, Weston super 


re 

Port, Evizanetu Baunpert, Mace Shoshone, Idaho, USA Aug 31 Lingard & Gaunt, 
Manchester 

Roperts, Susan, Bangor July 31 Jones, Bango 


Roogas, Caaates Waren, Heigham, > heey .* 81 Boyce, Norwich 
Rooers, Martiipa, Elsdon, Northumberland July 11 Pybus & Sons, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
Staxparp, Tuomas, Tranmere, Chester July 10 Edward Standard, 34, Hamilton st, 
Birkenhead 


Stites, Epmunp, Bath Augi bye hy 

Orices, Many Avice, Bath Augl ithy, Bath 

Srornarp, Exeaxor, Monkton, nr Jarrow J uly 3 Young, South Shields 

Upwakrp, Joun, Leinster sq, Bayswater July 15 Hyman & Co, Bostaghall st 

Vitaty, Henri, New Malden July 15 Marsh & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Wares. Isaac, Lavant, Vhichester, Farmer Aug 12 Wickes & Knight, Union ct, Old 
road st 


8 

Wienaxt, Taomas, Preston, Incorporated Accountant July7 Jukes, Preston 

benmee = — Gredditch, Olveston, Glos, Farmer July 1 Crossman & Co, 
Thorn 

‘Woop.ianp, Rev lov Chauant Couzsy, East Grinstead June29 Hughes, East Grinstead 

Waioat, WituiaM Guives, Ealing, Coachbuilder July 20 Barnes, Walm ln, Cricklewood 


London Gazette.—Tourspay, June 18, 


Arve, CuartesJHawitton, Ascot July 20 Finch L Jennings. Gray’s in 

Semmgees, Lipmax, Brooklyn County of Kings State of New York, "Os 8A July 18 
Lag toy Maiden in, Queen st 

Asnurst, Exviza, Cheltenham July 28 Earengey, Cheltenham 

Baitey, —— Doncaster, Farmer July 13 Walker, Dewsbury 

Baty, Mary AXS, Cordova rd, Bow July 18 Williams, King William st 

Baron, Epwarp, Hove, Sussex July 31 Leonard & — Bishopsgate 

Beresrorp, Josern, Belper July 13 Beresford, Catford 

a 18 Henry, Ramleh, nr Alexandria, Egypt July 15 Field & Co, Lincoln’sinn 


Brat, Louisa Cunninouam, Peckham July 15 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Baicsg, Rev Grorcze Epwarp, Weston super Mare July 20 Carnegie, Bucklersbury 

Baistow, Groner, Kingston on Thames, Coal Merchant July 20 Sherrard & Sons, 
ton on Thames 

Browwe.1, Grorce, Birkenhead, General Merchant July 31 Rutherfords, Liverpool 

Bursgows, Estuenr, Withnell, Lanes J uly 16 Norton & Howe, Manchester 

Burrows, James, Anderton, Lancs July 16 Norton & Howe, Manchester 

Bury,Joun Henry, Accrington, Manufacturing Chemist July 13 Tocngtien & Broughton, 


Accrington 
Borier, Wi.u1am, Walsall, Hame Manufacturer Angi2 Evans, sd 
Conpo.p, Francrs Putuurrra, Worthing July 31 Hortia, Edgware 
Corxroata, Gronor Freperick, Hall Green, Yardley, Worcester, Corn ., July 20 
thall & Pritchard, Birmingham 
Davis, Mary Coutiys, Tyravly rd, Fulham July 19 Byrch & Co, Evesham 
Dixoy, Tuomas, Beverley, Yorks July 22 Andrew & Thom ~~ Lincoln 
Dumas, Ameria Mary, Caversham, Oxon July 15 Dumas, th sq, Gray's inn 
Faroues, Wi114M, Liverpool, Master Mariner July 23 Lloyd, Liverpool 
Fisugr, James, Ridgeway, Derby July 31 Benson & Co, Sheffield 
1 Frank Kivsoury, Mountsorrel, Leicester, Licensed Victualler J uly 19 Burgess, 


icester 
ee ~~ pam Wituram Mexuiar, Deddington, Oxford July 24 Evans & Co, Gray's 


8q 
Grrexwoop, Saran, Luddenden, Halifax July8 Dey, Halifax 

Guxwina, Even, Little Neston, Chester July 9 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Hamtyn, Emma, Heaton Chapel, Stockport July 20 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

ee eam Berlin, Merchant July 12 Plunkett & Leader, St Paul’s church 


yar 
— Exreanor, Grange over Sands, Lancs July 8 Taylor & Son, Barrow in 
‘urness 

Heyes, Ricnarp Weneter, Walton, Liverpool July 29 Brighouse & Co, Liverpool 

Hivpyarp, kopert, Maxweii Tuoroton D'Arcy, Avranches, Manche, France July 18 
Fowler & Co, Bedford row 

Hocxixe, Cuanies Courtenay, Helston, Cornwall, Auctioneer July 22 Tyacke, Helston 

Inoram, Jaye, we Trentham, Staffs July 15 T & E Slaney, Newcastle, Staffs 

JAcKson, Axn, Leyland July 25 Rawsthorn & Co, Preston 

JENKIN Tuomas, , Surveyor July 31 Jenkin, Redruth, Cornwall 

Jones, Davip, Cwmbach, Aberdare July20 C & W Kensbole, Aberdare 

Kiaxspaive, Exriy Evizanern, Weston super Mare July 24 Ford, Weston super Mare 

Luscompg, Hagriet Leursa, Clev edon, Somerset J uly 15 Barham & Watson, Bridgwater 

McDoveatt, Sanan Hanwan, Bonner rd, Hackn uly 24 James & Co, Coleman st 

Makrziss, Henry, New Brumby, Lincs July ll atham & Co, Wakefield 

Mortos, Henry, Stalybridge, Brass Finisher July 27 Innes, Stalybridge 

Mounpy, Carouiye, Tettenhall, Staffs July 15 testall & Co, Birming ham 

Parry, Louis Epoxp, Wood vale, Forest hill July 15 James & James, Ely pl, 
Holborn circus 

Pgrenitox, Cuarves, Southsea July 26 Talbot-Palmer, Gosport 

Recaono, Luciano "ALLESSANDRO, Genoa, Italy, Landowner July 12 Plunkett & Leader, 

St Paul’s church yard 

Regs, Sone Swansea, Master Tinsmith July 20 Puntan, Swansea 

Roppam, Jouy, Newcastle upon Tyne July 2 Gibson, N ewcastle upon Tyne 

Roorrs, Jauzs, Bromley July 15 Driver, Warwick _ Gray’s inn 

Rorzz, PHANIE, Elsworthy rd, Hampstead Jul Hortin, Edgware rd 

Samva_s, James Cuares, Wigan, Licensed Vict: = Augl Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Scnrivex, Jauxs Epwarp, Tadcaster, Yorks, Innkeeper July 25 Bickers & Peters, 


811i, Marcarat, Farnworth, nr Bolton July 8 Monks & Co, Bolto: 

Srepaenson, Wittiam Henry, Armley, Leeds, Licensed Victualier July 31 Lord, Leeds 
Watmatey, Cunistixa Lyon, Gateshead Augl Ryott & Swan, Newcastle on Tyne 
Warmstey, ManrGcaret Jemma, Gateshead Augil Ryott & Swan, Ne on Tyne 
‘Watmscey, Rosina, Gateshead Augi Ryott & Swan, Newcastle on Tyne 

‘Warp, Groror Rots, Gt Marlow Augil Wilde & Co, College hill 

Warress, Witiiam, Bt Margaret, Rochester July 10 Basset & Boucher, Rochester 
Wepss, Atrreep Henny, Hockley, Birmingham July 15 & Co, Birmingham 
Wetzs, Tuomas, sen, Sheffield July 18 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Was See Hexay, Spridlington, Lincs, Farmer July 22 Andrew & Thompson, 


London Gasette.—Faripay, June 21. 


Assorr, Atozrxox Epwix, Southampton July 18 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 
‘Anustroxa, Jou, Ryton upon Tyne July 20 —— & Hall, Newcastle upon 
Bats, Hexry Tuomas, Lymington, Hants, Corn Merchant July 26 Moore Co, 


Lymington 
Biexoip, Cecizia, Eaton, Norwich July 13 Charles Arthur Bathurst Bignold, Eaton 
Biexotp, Grrarp Fraxcis, Bury st July 13 Charles Arthur Bathurst Bignold, Eaton 
Hall, Norwich 


No: 
Brooxes, Cnanzes, Leake, Lincs, Farmer July 10 Walker & Co, Spilsby 
Brooxzs, Samuzt, Leake, Lines, Farmer July 10 Walker & Co, Spilsby 
Brooxs, Euizasera, Liscard Dec18 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
7 BULKLEY, Crara Mania, Clifton, Bristol Augi2 Benson & Co, Bristol 
cores, em, Enfiela Lock Aug 3 sarah & AR ‘Webb, Fernlea, Allandale rd, 


Cuatuens, Grorce, York, ae a ans] A Watkinson, 
Cuaxpter, GroraEe Wit, 20 mer melt od & Plummer, Leicester 





Coorgr, Taomas, Blundeston, Suffolk, Miller July 31 Wiltshire & Sons, Gt Yarmouth 
Curusert, RicHarD Witt Frepesick, Churchill, Somerset Aug 1 Wood, Wrington 
Davipsox, Mary Ann Mgcvor, Higher Broughton, Salford, Lancs Aug 2 Farrar & Oo, 


Manchester 
Davies, Joun, Lianfairorllwyn, Cardigan, Pig Dealer Aug 1 Evans & Thomas, 


Drake, ALFRED, Clifton, Bristol Aug381 Barry & Harris, Bristol 

Dupuey, E.vey, Torquay July 20 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Doruy, Groxraz, D rapers gins Augl Atkinson & resser, Finsbury 

Gorvox, Gores Huntiy, Queen’s ter, 8t John’s Wood July 29 . Sarvia, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

Haut, James, Bacup, Lancs Aug 20 Wright, Bacup 

Haraison, Heresy, Wear! » Durham July 12 Thompson, Stanhope 

Hart, Jane ‘TAYSPILL, Watford July 17 Baynes, Dartford 

Hawkins, Josera, Cheslyn Hay, Staffs Augi Gillespie & Craddock, Walsall 

Haynes, Grorae, Stanningley, Yorks July 13 Wilson, Leeds 

Hii, Susannag, ‘Bournemouth July 31 J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 

Howakrp, Mary, Liverpool July 20 Quiggin & Son, Liverpool 

Howagp, Mary "Euiza, Kingston upon Hull July31 Buckton, Hull 


Isserson, Martsaa, Walaoken, Norfolk July 6 Ollard & Co, Wisbech 

Isrep, MaTILDa Mary, Coleherne ter, Earl’s Court, Newsagent July 12 Tippetts, Earl’s 
Court rd, a 

Jounstons, Wituiam Hawxas, St Stephen’s sq, Bayswater July 25 Hepburn, West- 


bourne grove 
Jones, Wix.iam, Bristol, Draper Aug 30 Fedden, Bristol 
JowitTT, eich Epwakp, —— cum Hardy, Manchester, Commission Agent July 31 
ns, 

Kemp, Sea Sopaia — Norfolk July 31 Wiltshire & Sons, Gt Yarmouth 
McEw an, Francis, “Bund d, Master Mariner July 30 Storey & Sons, Sunderland 
MACFARLANE, Rospert ery ~y lew Siam July 22 Sutton & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Moorz, Emty, Slough Bucks July 23 Van Sandau & Co King st, Cheapside 
Morean, Jutia Janz, Tunbrid: ells July 31 Robb & Berry, Tunbridge Wells 
Pa.ser, Georcs, Edgbaston, Birmingham July1 Taylor, ag nny 
Parker, Jonyx Hewey, Boston, Lancs, eer July 20 Dyer, Bosto 
Reynoips, ADELAIDE Isanet, Southsea, ots July22 HC &A8s Saveciia, wy 
Rickert, Wituiam Ricwarp, JP, West. Heath, Hampstead July 24 Beaumont & Son, 

ang 1 Jul oe & Co, Li N 
Riper, ye iv uly 22 ‘o, Liverpoo 
Rosmmson, Apa, Headingley, Leeds A: Marklands & Co, Leeds 
Rosier, Faxxy, — iy 19 19 Stairerth, Bognor 
Savory, Frank Fovey, = ~~ Norfolk, Farmer July 22 Foster & Co, Norwich 
Scort, CuRisTINa - yt Court rd, tham AugS Murray & Co, Birchin In 
Suir, Atice, Leigh, Lancs te 29 Hayward, Leigh 
Smiru, pg Reading, Working Cutler July 20 Brain & Brain, Reading 
STEVENSON, Joun, Sheffield Saly 22 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 
Srewarp, KLizaBETH Ann, Sidcup, Kent July 16 Bartlett, Bush In 
Sroxes, Henry Joun, West Dulwich, Manufacturer July 31 Wells & Sons, Pater- 

noster row 

Tompson, Joun, Darlington, Farmer Augil Wooler & Wooler, Darlington 
Tompson, Mary Frances, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Aug3 Watts, Portemouth 
ToweEss, z Ayyy, Hoveringham, Notts July 31 Benson & Co, Sheffield 
Tortox, Gzorace, Sharrow, Sheffield Augi Alderson & Co, ‘Bheffield 
Wank, Francis Jouy, Norwich, Hairdresser July 30 Foster & Co, Norwich 
Witiiams, Wittiams Apams, Beckenham July31l Williams, Casewick rd, West Norwood 
Witson, Marcaret, New Brighton, Chester July 13 Worrall, Liverpool 
Wruir, Ricnarp AsprxaLi, Noctorum, Birkenhead Dec 18 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 


London Gazette,—Turspay, June 25, 


Apxry, Jonny, Morden hill, ys Augl1 Adkin, Laurence Pountney hill 

BAlLey, Georce, Packington st , Islington July 25 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Bakes, Sir Bexsauix, KCB, *KCMG, ca Green, Pangbourne, Berks July 20 
Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s 

Beare, ALEXANDER, Reading July 25 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Brappury, Cuanr.es Timotuy, Ashton under Lyne July 27 Lord, Manchester 

Bricktanp, Tom CHARLES FRepeick, Snaresbrook July 31 Scott, New Broad st 

Bourtorx, Cortnne Mancusairs, Pembridge villas, Bayswater July 22 Oldman & Co, 

Old Serjeants’ inn 

Borrar, Sopaia Magia, Elgin cres, Notting hill Aug1 Sole & Ws Aldermanbury 

Canter, Evita, Manchester July 31 Heath & Sons, Mancheste 

Caeme, Joserx Epmunp, Melbourne, Victoria Aug1 St Barbe Bladen & Wing, Delahay 


Westminster 
Guee,s “hoon, Carnaby st, Regent st, Ironmonger Aug 1 Buxton & Co, Sackville st, 


y 

mene... Joun, St Thomas, Swansea July 31 Christians, ong 
Devens 5 Sanan Wares, Banbury July 30 Fairfax, Ban 
DeVoir, Watter, Widford, Herts, Grocer Aug 1 Sian & Co, Much Hadham 
Eas.ez, Wiruiam, Liverpool, ‘Outfitter Augil on & Pemberton, Liverpool 
Fooxes, Anne, Devonport July 24 Pearce, my 
Gissoy, AnTHuUR GrorGE, Birkenhead Aug3_ Barber, 7 
GLEDHILL, Anniz, Leeds July 20 Clarke & bi megny sag ae 
Guyneer, ‘Kannese, Lincoln July 20 Wooldridge & Son, Wincheste: 
Hatewoop, Peter, Aberdare, Boot Manufacturer £4 9 La & 2 —_— Aberdare 
Hamer, Henry, Southport July 31 Bartlett & 
HarrTve.y, Epwiy, cs, Pawnbroker a Banks & & Co, » Saveaest 
Herarats, Conran, West "Tarring, Sussex July 21 & Pembertous, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
Homeneeys, Rev Gzoras Warp, Clifton, Bristol July 20 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Jackson, Joun, Moss Side, ester Aug 10 wildite, Manchester 
Kexworrny, Gerorce Henzy, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer July 27 

Lord, Manchester 


LaBKIN, JosErn Tuomas, Cambridge July 31 RC & 8 Burrows, Cambridge 
Laycock, Joan, Thornton, Bradford, Shopkeeper Aug 3 = Halifax 
Leicutox, Evizaseru, Newton, Wakefield Augl efield 
Marrtinaty, Rosert, Gt Cornard, Suffolk July 19 Steed & Steed, spadbury, Suffolk 
MILNEs, onan Rochdale July 30 Brierley & Hudson, Roch Rochdale’ 

Mityes, Eva, Rochdale July 30 Brierley & Hudson, 
Oates, W1LL14m, Manchester, Manufacturer A Hilditch, Manchester 
Paitpot, ALrazp Wareen Gisss, Herne Bay Aug 24 & Co, College hill 

Poumrorp, Ereanor, Severn og w, Jackfield, Salop July 20 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 
Rag, Wixuiam, Ni Surgeon July 20 Becks & Co, Northampton 

Repper, Epwagp, Saint Cornwall, Tin Streamer Jaly 25 Hancock, Truro 
Rosixsox, Guouan James, en one St Giles, Bucks July 22 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


26 Glover, Bath 
Scoran, THomas Simpson, xborough, Yorks, Ironmonger Augl J W& AE 
attersley, Mexborough 
Surru, Henry, Swinton, Manchester Aug17 Walker & Co, Manchester 
Sparrow, Wi.i1AmM Heyey, East Stonehouse Jul . 20 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
Tsorrz, Epwix, Eccles, Lancs July31 A&G Linen Manchester 
Twist, Jouy, Roby, Lancs Aug 9 Banks & Co, Li 
Waker, Janet par 0: —_ sq, Hyde = Aug 2 iter & Smiths, Salters’ Hall ct 
Weeks, Susan, Ladywell pe ee 6 Newton & Co, High st, Lewisham 
Wuite, Robert Henry, itherland, ngineer Aug 9 "Banks & Co, Liverpool 


Sarcent, Ricnarp, Bath Jul 








The East Surrey Water Company will sell by tender 600 ordinary shares 
of the .~ |, (£10 mae, the last day for receipt of tenders being the 





Coox, Wii Harr, Cotham Park, oe Briseal” July 20 Prichard, Bristol 





26th of Forms of tender, &c., can be obtained at the company’s 
Rewuill Surrey. wan 


office at 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette-—Faipay, June 14. ; 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aspanws, 2 some Le ag Starbeck, Yorks, Builder June 
24 at 3. ff Rec, The Red "House, Duncombe pl, 
York 

es Harry, Bonganten, Yorks June2éatill Off | 

, Park row, 


Bexxett, B B, Jermyn st, Bt James’ Julylati2 Bank- | 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bovinepon, Freperick Coryetivs, High st, Harlesden, 
Provision Merchant June 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

oa, Guantze, Gravesend, a cereal June 24 

11.30 115, High st, Rocheste: 

Gontnaiin Roser, Cloughton, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
June 26 at 4 of Ree, 74, Newborough, Scarboro 

Erp, Max, a Bay, Kent, Hotel Keeper June 22 at1l 

Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Finney, VINCENT JosErn, and Epmusp Frayocws Fixyey, 
Suffolk st, Clerkenwell, Staffordshire Warehousemen 
June 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy A ab Carey st 

Fox, Tuomas, Sale, Cheshire, lock Layer June 22 
at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Gavyt, Eut, Morley, orks, Auctioneer June @atil Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, ration st, sbury 

Gos.inG, Jonny, Lee y Dealer June 24 at 10.30 

Uff Ree, 7, t st. Barnsley 

Hanpy, Grorcez, Eaton, Darby, Lace Manufacturer 
June 25 at 11.30 Off Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 

Hitt, Witttam Horatio Purp, Coalville, Teicester, 
Grocer June 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Leicester 

Jervenrizs, ALBERT James, Rushden, Northampton, Pro- 
prietor of Steam Laundry June 24 at 10.30 Off Re, 
Bridge st, Northampton 

JONES, Epuonp, Blaengwynfl, sen. Collier June 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Ki¢sTLEy, Vani WILuiAx, Kettering, Northam: ~ hy 

Bt, 


Finisher June 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Northampton 

Lizwettyy, Epwarp, Stockport, Licensed Victualler 
June 25 at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 
Stockport 

_—-, E akrupioy tds, Gacy st, Journalist June 26 at 11 

ey st 

0’ Ry. LIoE, Grand ade, Muswell Hill, Tobacconist 
June 24 at 2.30 er bldgs, Carey st 

Owex, Witt1am Henry, Dronfield, Derby, Blacksmith 
June 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Princz, Racset, Bradford, Restaurant Prepricteess June 
wats Off Ree, 29, Manor row, Bradford . 

Roserts, Ropeat ‘Tsao, Deganwy, Carnarvon, Carter 
June 24 at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

RoszenperGc, Morris, Leeds, Milk Dealer June 24 at 11.80 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

oe. Joux, Oxford, Butcher June 22 at 12 1,8t Aldates, 
Oxfi 


SLATER, , Henry, Old Brampton, Derby, Innkeeper 
June z2at1l Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Sratuers, Heyry, Kingston upon Aull, 
June 24 at 11’ Off Rec, York City ‘Bank chmbrs, Low- 


te, Hull 

Wann Samugt Hewry, Castleford, Yorks, Yeast Mer- 
chant June 2at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter Wakefield 

Wesser, Davin Gpirritas, Gloucester, Goachbuild uilder 
June 22 at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Wesster, Witi1am COonsTABLE, ‘and Susan Jane 
EacuietTon, Scarborough, Lodging house Keepers 
June 24at4 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Wittas, Rev Grorce Artav 8, Bow Brickhill Rectory, 
Bucks June 24 at 11 Off Ree, Bridge st, Northampton 

Woopman, Puiuip Jouy, B , Painter June 24at3.30 
Off Ree, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Youse, Isaac "GzorGeE, Blaengarw, Glam, Haulier June 
26at3 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auuey, Joun Tuomas, Leicester, Plumber Leicester Pet 
May 18 Ord June 12 


Axprews, Joun Riowarp, Starbeck, Yorks, Builder York 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Barnaby, JeTHro Jvuuivs, Sidcup, a, Corn Merchant 
Rochester Pet May 18 Ord June 1 





Sores, yo he 8t iaate on | mans, Pemberton gdns, 
Upper Holloway, Musician High Court Pet April 10 
Ord June 10 


Bepparp, Harry, Normanton Leeds Pet June 8 Ord 
June 8 


BeyJamix, Geensnene, Manchester av, Merchant High 
Court Pet April 23 Ord J _:; il 
Bows, prs Gainsborough, Boot Maker Lincoln Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 
| Baics, Herseat Cnesszy, Kingston w Hull, Joiner 
upon Hull Pet June 10 rd June 10 


Cuartzs, Gravesend, 

Pet Jane 10 Ord Sai 10 
CoverDA.s, Victor STANLEY, 

of Music Poole Pet June12 Ord June 12 
Cross, Jabez, ye Cambs, Baker Cambridge Pet 


May 27 Ord Junel 
Cross.anp, Ropgat, Cloughton, ¥ ' a gr Victualler 
DEaLvs, > and Franx Sypvey ~vowill Tavistock, 
| ~~ ee Merchan’ 


Curnca, Victualler 


orks 
June ll Ord June 
ts Plymouth Pet April 19 Ord 


June 
Deusen, ‘tien. u =e, putatee 
upon Pet a_i Ord June ae 


Duncax, Wittiam Linpsay, oa Tottenham, 
[4 tile Clerk Pet March 20 Ord 
une 


—_— pam, De Derby, Organ Builder Derby Pet June 
une 1 

a = —— nee Port, Carmarthen Carmarthen 
Pet J Ord June 12 

Evans, Ppa Thringstone, Leicester, Striker at a Wi 
Works Burton on Trent Pet Jan June 11 Ord June ll 

Evans, Saran Jayne, Liandudno, Lodging House Keeper 
Bangor Pet May 31 Ord June 10 

Fisuieica, Faaxocis Jonn, and Owen Fisaeicn, Hols- 
worthy, Devon, Cattle Dealers Barnstaple Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 

Fox, Taomas, Sale, Chester, Woodblock Layer Manchester 
Pet May 31 Ord June 12 

Fox, Witt1am Monps, Trafalgar rd, a Kent rd, Surgeon 
High Court Pet June 6 rd June 1 

Frayx, Avaustvs, Paperst, Umbrella | on High 
Court Pet May 13 Ord June 10 

Gavust, Ex1, Morley, Se, Auctioneer Dewsbury Pet 
June 10 Ord June 1 

Gommee, Jom, Ba Aen dag Hay Dealer Barnsley Pet May 


mean ion, New Bond a sete Dealer High 
Court Pet May6 Ord June 1 
Juans, Eanest ALFRED, Bhatesbury, Publican Salisbury 


3 a Ord June 1 

ouns, Racwet, Greengrocer Tredegar 
Pet June 12’ Ord June 12” 

Jonxzs, Jou, saan, Greengrocer Portmadoc 


= Pet a 10 —— Hull, aa 
1rcuine, Joun WILLiaM, , aor Priat 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June a. rd June 12 
Kieutvcey, Vani Wiv.1aM, Kettering, Shoe Finisher North- 
ampton Pet June1l Ord June 11 
Lanz, Ciementina Emma, Gloucester, Corn Merchant 
Gloucester Pet May 1 Ord June 10 
Lescu, Cuaar.es, Chester, Driver Chester Pet 
Junel2 Ord June 12 
Lurzwettyy, Epwarp, Chi 
Btock; 


Ma Me _ my "Rocha ra same = 

RSHALL, Epwix or e, Nurseryman 

mi BA? OT ae 

ALTBY, GrorGE, upon a 

upon Hull Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Rosenserc, Moaris, Leeds, Milk Vealer Leeds Pet June 
10 Ord June 10 

Rossirgr, Wituiam Cuarcrs, Paignton, Devon Plymouth 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Rows, Grorce, and Tuomas Georcz Rows, Broadwater 
rd, Tooting, Van Builders Edmonton Pet June 10 
Ord June 10 

Sarvspury, Epaar, pe Coal Merchant Bath Pet 
June5 Ord Junel 

Surra, Henry Evans, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Merchant 
Birmingham Pet April 22 Ord June 12 

Sreeer, =! Grorer, a. Bay, Denbigh, Dentist 


et June3 Ord 
Swanwick, Patuip, Le - ae Notts Nottingham Pet 
June 10 Ord June 1 
Tuck, Hemixaror, te Merchant Tailor Poole 
Pet May 31 Ord June 12 





Wanner, Sauvet Hewry, Castleford, Yorks, Egg Merchant 

wana Bien Ort Bay, her Deby 
'ATSON, JOHN ¥ 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 ‘ 

Wesser, Davin Gairriras, , Coach Builder 


Pet May 18 5 Ord June 10° 
Wensren, Witiiam Constante, and Susan Jane Eao 
Scar Keepers 


w reeling of. Ord June . 
ILL1aMs, Davin, west, Baker Pembroke Dock 
Pet Jane a Haveronds 


Wiis Geran, Bangor, Grocer Bangor Pet 
J “1 Ord June 10 


lune 10 une 
Woopman, Puitir Jouw, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 


London Gasette.—Tourspay, June 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bexpag.t & Sox, G, Datchet, Bucks Kingston, Surrey Pet 
May 25 Pet June 6 - 
Beazer, —— Batcher Walsall Pet June 12 

une 
Bioomrizip, Farp, Lewisham, Greengrocer Greenwich 
Bou: wt June 18 oFeiisg Buena, Baker Newcastle 
LToN, GuorGE, on 
Tyne Pet June 15 
Gum, > eee. Os Cardiff, pete ~ all Cardif® Pet June 
‘une 1 
pan. &.. Hasgry, "eines Minster, nr Poole, 
‘oole Pet yuns 18 C Ord June 18 
Cnacnen, ¢ W Builder ions Pet May 
CoapEL., La tg and Jouw Convert, Shrewsbury, Hotel 
Shrewsbury Pet May18 Ord June i4 
Cowz.t, Sipyey Taomas, Ni Blacksmith 
Pet June 15 une 15 
Daicutox, Joun ee Halifax, Printer Halifax Pet 
June l4 Ord June 14 
Doreeani, Horace Groron, Matlock Bath, A Bus Pro- 
prietor Derby Pet June12 Ord June 
—-y Witt1am, Oakham, Rutland, Deneet Leicester 
_ Pet gar hg, w 
‘ORSDIOK, ARLES RNEST, ellingborough, 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
rd, Hampstead, 
Court Pet Jan 1 Ord June 7 
Haswett, Haray Wituam, Derby, General 
Pet June15 Ord June 15 


Hu, H Epxunp, Burnage, Lancs, Waterproof 
Mianutacturer’s Manager’ Stockport Pet June 18 


3 
Lavoutos, Josarn, and Sauce. Laveutox, 
Hull, Contractor Kings un Pet 


Kingston upon Hull 
June 15 June 15 
MoLeax, Marruew, Denbigh, Tailor Wrexham Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 
Mats, Jouy, Barrow in Glass Dealer Barrow in 
- i ae 13 oe 
ANZEL, ARLES, Rupert , Restaurant 
Keeper Gourt Pet Jane tS Ord Some 15 
Moss, Sypyzy “eT, Easton, Bristol, Grocer 
Pet June 12 Ord June 14 
ieee, ome, F House Furnisher Preston Pet 
P Me G bat wes x, Whitton, Hounslow, Builder 
ANTHER, Georce Frepericx, % 
Brentford Pet May 24 Ord June 14 2 
Accountant Leicester Pet 


Pywew., Wituam, a ene 
June 13 Ord June 15 

Rone, Fe Gavas, Saste, Comnegyen Portmadoc Pet June 14 

Rewats, — , Symaeem, Leicester, Fime Art 
Dealer Leicester Pet June Ord June 13 

Ricaarvsox, Henry Joux, Builder 
Kingston Pet June6 Ord June 13 

Rirtay, W * pave Fy Tyne, Draper Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet June7 Ord J Jane 13 

aoeninen, ALFRED, Silk Manufacturer 

Pet June 19 Ord June 12 

Ryan, Joun Parsaick, Glam, Tailor Cardiff Pet 
June il Ord Juneil Pet June ti 

Suannon, Wittram Caarces, Burley, Leeds 

Broker's Clerk Leeds Pet June i4 Ord June 4 
a =F c— W, Brentwood High Court Pet Aug 29 


Gea ean Cigar Merchant York Pet 
June iS Ord June - a 


Gitires, H Cameron, 
ractitioner Hi, 
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Wares J Mcnrnuy & Co, Alvaston, Derby, Rod Packing 
Manufacturers Derby Pet May 3 Ord June 13 

Wasp, Atraep Jon, Richmond, Coal Merchant Wands- 
worth Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Wasrex, Rosert 8, Sidmouth, Devon, Farmer 
Pet May6 Ord June 13 

Wamet, Samvuet, Brondesbury, Bookseller High Court 

‘et May 28 Ord June 13 

Witiiasms, Jonn Extis, Penrhiweeibr, Collier 
Abe Pet June 13 Ord June13 

Woop, Farzpericx, Luton, Builder Luton Pet June 13 
Ord Jnne 13 

Wooo, Henry, Birmingham, Tin Plate Worker Birming- 
ham Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 

Yorn«, Puts, Charing 
Hii 


Exeter 


Glam, 


Cross mans, Charing Crow rd 


igh Court Pet March 19 Ord April 25 


Amended notice substituted for that publish od in the 
London Gazette of June 4 


Kiex. Mary Aoxzs, Nottingham Manchester Pet May 1 
Ord May 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asportt, Cuartes Joux, Ridstock, Somerset June 26 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Baap, James, Wooler, Northumberland, General Dealer 
une 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne 
Bewpe.u & Son, G, Datchet, Bucks June 26 at 11.39 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Baics, Herpeat Cressey, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner 
June 27 at 11.30 Off Reo, York Cicy Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 
Caacxer, Harry, Lytchett Minster, nr Poole, Labourer 
June 27 at3 Messrs Curtis & Son, 158, Uld Christ- 
church rd, Bournemouth 
Coartzs, James, Kingston upon Hull, Tioner June 26 at 
12.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmors, Lowgate, Hull 
Conps.i, Ropert, and Joux Corvetr, Shrewsbury, Hotel 
Keepers Jane 28 at 230 Law Bocie ty’s Rooms, College 
hill, dhrew-bury 
Coveapatr, Victor ftaxtey, Longham, Dorset, Teacher 
of Music June 27 at 230 Messrs Curtis & Sons, 158, 
Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 
Cryer, Syivester, Burnley, Weaver June 26 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Davirs, Saran, Pontnewynydd, Pontypool, Draper June 26 
atil Off tee, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
Davizs, Wiuas, Mi-kin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 
June 29at 10.45 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Deicarton, Joaxw Witiam, Halifax, Printer June 28 at 12 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Ha)ifax 
Darwery, Water, Kingston upon Hull, Painter Jun- 
Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 


132, 


Epex, Cuaries, Derby, Organ Builder June 26 at 11.30 


Off Rec, 47, Full st, Der 

Fisuzz, Witi1am Tuomas Hewney, Abingdon, Berks, Music 
Seller June 27 at12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Faves, Cram. Farpersioxk Witiiam, Chiswick, Architect 
June 26 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Giiuz5s, H Camenox, Heathurst rd, Hampstead, Medical 
Practitioner June 25 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Harpy, Rozerrt, Spalding, Lincs, Boot Repairer July 12 
at 11.40 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Haatiey, Epwis, Burnley, Furnisher 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Hegpeat, Joux Hover, Merton, Surrey, Builder June 26 
at 12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Isuzawoop, Eviex, Blackburn, Cabinet Marker June 26 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Jouzs, Exooun, Cardiff, Builder June 26 at 12 Off Rec, 

17, &t st, Cardiff 

Jonzs, Jonx, rwst, Denbigh, Greengrocer June 26 at 
12,30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Krattaxp, Wituiam, Weston Turville, Bucks, 
June Bati2 i, ‘Bt Aldates, Oxford 

Lercs, em Chester, Engine Driver June 26 at 12 

Eastgate row, Chester 

MoGaw, jy nee, Stratford on Avon, Farmer 
June 28 at 10.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Mammo. Groror, Bargoed, Glam, Builder June 28 at 3 

Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr Tydfil 

oa) Groner, Kingston upon Hull, Builder June 26 
at3 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Huli 

Mawzet, Cuaaies, Rupert st, Haymarket, Restaurant 
Keeper June 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Martow, Witiiam, 8t Martin’s In, Charing Cross, 

ictualler June 26 at 12 14, Bedford row 

Marsuatt, Faaxcis, Maicen, Newton, Dorch: ester, Farmer 

June 27 at 2 Off Ree, City chmbrs, Catherin> st, 


Salisbury 

Moss, Sypsry Rosrat, Easton, Bristol,Grocer June 26 at 
12.45 Off Rec, 26, ‘Baldw n st, Brist>1 

Pexoety, Rosert, Bishopston, Bristol, Builder June 26 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Paiius, Faxxy Eee, Bath, Coach Builder June 26 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Purtrott, Mary Hanwan, Horfield, Bristol, Baker June 

at 12.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Picxvur, Joux Grouoe, ‘Accrington, Joiner June 26 at 11 
of , 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Biter, Saucer, Nottingham, Draper June 27 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Rurtzy, Wim Atrazp, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper 
June Bat li Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


June 26 at 11.30 


Farrier 


Bray, Jonx Patrice, Barry, Glam, Tailor June 27 at3 
Otf Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Sammenvuay, Evoar, Vevizes, Coal Merchant June 26 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 2%, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Baxparsox, Aymon, Sheffield June 27 at 11.30 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

Srazet, Evozanon Groner, Col Bay, Denbigh, Dentist 
June 26 at 1 tt chmbrs, Eastgate row, ‘ hester 

Swarxwick, Parr, by, Notts June 27 ati2 Off Rec, 

ottingham 


4, Castle pi, Park st, N 
o Deter June 28 at 11 


Off Ree 


Off Reo, 190, Wolverhampton st, Dud 





Trait, James W, Brentwood June 27at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
Vavenan, Henry, Sheffield, Ironmonger June 27 at 12 
Off Ree, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
Waasrarr, Josepn, Stonegate, York, Tea Dealer June 28 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Warren, Konsat Sesse, Sidmouth, Farmer July 4 at 12 
Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Wanrtski, Samu gL, Cavendish rd, Brondesbury, Bookseller 
June 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Warr, Saran, Liverpool, House Furnisher June 23 at 12 
Otf Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
AnystroyG, James, Walsall, Solicitor Walsall Pet May 27 
Ord June 13 
Bares, Samvuet Henry, Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet May 23 Ord June 14 
Bewxverr, WiLu1aM, West Norwood, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet May 16 Ord June 12 
BioomrizLp, Frep, Lewisham, Greengrocer 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Bopies, Henry ALEXanpeR, Sandiland st, Red Lion st, 
Holborn, Builder High Court Pet Aprit 15 Ord 
June 12 
Brices, Stastey, Hammersmith, Hotel Manager H'gh 
Court Pet Aprilsv Ord June 11 
Carte, Epwarp, Cardiff, Dock Labourer ~ Cardiff Pet 
June 14 Ord June l4 
Cua.xer, Harry, Lytchett Minster, nr Poole, Labourer 
Poole Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Coates, James, Kingston upon Hall, Ironmonger Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May1l Ord June 14 
Coutt, Eanxst Harovp, Greyhound In, &treatham Common, 
Builder Wandsworth Pet Aprii 2% Ord June 13 
Cowe.., Sypyey Tsomas, Norwich, Blacksmith Norwich 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Davirs, Witi1am, Miskin, Mountain Arh, Glam, Collier 
Aberdare Pet May 27 Ord June 14 
pE Svrssoys, CHARLES, Edwardes sq, Kensington, Author 
High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Juue 13 
Dongcast, Hurace Georce, Matiock Bath, Derby, Bus 
Proprietor Derby Pet Juael2 Ord June 12 
Forspick, Caarurs Ersest, Wellingborough, Hotel 
Keeper Northampton Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Foxa.t, Rovert, Mincing ln, Broker High Court Pet 
May22 Ord June 11 
Ganvis, tigrBerT ‘THomrson : Stony, Contractor High 
Court Pet April 27 Ord June 15 
Goopmas, Woo.re, Commercial st, Cap Manufacturer 
High Court Pet May 31 Ord June il 
Haswett, Harry Wiitiam, Derby, General Merchant 
Derby Pet Junel5 O:d June 15 
Hoxses, Farpeaick Wiviiam, Charles st, Berkeley sq 
High Court Pet Oct 7 Ord May 31 
Jevuicvus, Georce Tuomas, Queen Victoria st, Colonial 
Agent High Court Pet May 6 Ord Junel3 
TLavestox, Josers, and Samvet Laverton, Kingston 
upon Hull, Carting Contractors Kingstoa upon Hull 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
MoGaw, Jous, Wilocote, Stratford on Avon, Farmer 
Crewe Pet May 11 Ord June 15 
McLeay, Marrusw, Denbigh, Tailor 
June 13 Ord June 13 
Maus, Joux, Barrow in Furness, Glass Dealer 
Furness Pet June 13 Ord June J3 
Mar.ow, W1xu1AM, St Martin’s ln, Charing Cross, Licensed 
Victualler Chelmsford Pet May 8 Ord June 12 
Mogray, Jonn Water, Alvaston, Derby, Rod Packing 
Manufacturer Derby Pet May3 Ord June 15 
Noats, Cuagies, Manbey grove, Stratford, Builder High 
Court Pet Mayi0 Ord June 13 
O’Baies, Jony, Blackpool, Preston 
Pet June 13° Ord June 13 
Partpott, Mary Hannan, Horfield, Bristol, Baker Bristol 
Pet June 12 Ord June 13 
Paince, Racaet, Bradford, Restaurant Proprietress Brad- 
ford Pet June8 Ord "June i5 
Pywe.t, Witiram, Leicester, Accountant Leicester Pet 
June13 Ord June 15 
Ress, Davin, Trefriw, Carnarvon Portmadoc Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 
Rewyas, Joun Fraeperick Wittiam, Leicester, Fine Art 
Dealer Leicester Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
RowsoTuam, ALFrep, Macclesfield, Silk Manufacturer 
Macclestield Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Ryan, Jonn Pateicx, Barry, Glam, Tuilor Cardiff Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 
Sanpersos, Aymor, Sheffield, Maker of Fried Fish 
Appliances Sheffield Pet May 18 Ord June 15 
Suaxnox, Writtiam Caarces, Burley, Leeds, Mortgage 
Broker's Clerk Leeds Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Wacerarr, Joszra, York, Tea Dealer York Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 
Wecousces, Bexsamuts, Amhurst rd, Hackney High Court 
Pet April4 Ord June 14 
Wittiams, Jous Exxis, Penrhiwceibr, Glam, Collier Aber- 
dare Pet June 18° Ord June 13 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
Brows, Jonw Watter, Bonham rd, Brixton, Engineer 
High Court Rec Ord Juns 6, 1905 Adjud Aug 7, 1905 
Resc and Annul June 4 


London Gasetie.—Faipay, June 21, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.person, Grorce, Middlesbrough, Boot Dealer Middles- 
nr Manchester, 


brough Pet May il Ord June 18 
Engraver 
June 18 Ord June 18 


A.ipgson, Faep, hodes, 
Oidham Pet 

ALLEN, Jous, Tre banos, Pontardawe, Glam, Dipper in 
Galvanising Works Aberavon Pet June 17 Ord 
une 17 

Arxinson, Ricnarp, Delahay st, Westminster High Court 
ret May 22 Ord June 18 

Braap, Harniet, 8t Leonards, Sussex Hastings Pet May 
81 Ord June 18 


Greenwich 


Wrexhim Pet 


Barrow in 


House Farnisher 





Best, Samvurt, Porthcawl, Glam, Mason Cardiff Pet 
June17 Ord June 17 

Brows, Witttam, Dorchester, Miller Dorchester Pet 
June 17 Ord June 17 

Crarke, Atpert Epwarp, and Henry Attwoop, Man- 
chester, Bread Bakers Manchester Pet June7 Ord 
June 19 

Coury, Nancy, Jane st, Commercial rd East High Court 


Pet June 3 Ord Juve 18 
Coutson, Muecaave, Bramley, Leeds Leeds Pt June 15 


Ord June 15 
Cox, Atrrep, Foley Park, Kidderminster, Worcester, 
‘Baker Kidderminster Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Cox, W Annanpa.e, Copthall av, Outside Stockbroker 
High Court Pet May8 Ord June 18 
Dzarpen, Wit.14M, Burnley, Confectioner Burnley Pet 
June1l7 Ord June 17 
Ds Frece, Arruor, Rawtenstall, ae Theatre Lessee 
High Court Pet June4 Ord June 1 
Dispen, Epwiy, Brockweir, _ Sepates Newport, 
Mon PetJuane3 Ord Junel 
Dixoy, Ricnagp, Darlington, + Stockton on Tees 
Pet June 18 ‘Ord June 18 
Epmoxps, Bicaarp, Gt Yarmouth, Painter Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jane17 Ord June 17 
Excuisn, WituaM, and Wittiam Caoartes Enouisn, Farn- 
ley rd, South Nurwood,Carmen Croydon Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 
Farmeny, Caarves Frank, Sandland st, Red Lion st High 
Court Pet April 27 Ord June 17 
Grose, Isaac, ond Harry Guieen, Poatypridd, Wall Paper 
Merchants Pontypridd Pet June17 Ord June 17 
Haaoreave, Heapert James, Shafton Two Gates, or 
barnsley, Butcher Barnsley Pet June 17 Ord Junel7 
Havaap, James Regs Paice, ene. Corset Munufacturer 
Ipswich Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Hawkins, Vincent, Balverine grove, Southfields, Grocer 
Wandsworth Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Coalville, 
Pet June 17 


Hewes, 

Labourer 
Ord 
Kingston upon 


Hewes, Groxce Harry, and Jouyx 
Leicester, Builders Burton on Trent 
Ord June 17 

Hopesox, Wittiam, Blaengwynfi, Glam, 
Aberavon PetJunel9 Ord June 19 

Homes, Witt1am, Harrogate York Pet May 31 
June 19 

Iveson, Epwarp, Leven, Yorks, Farmer 
Huil Pet May 28 Ord June 19 

Jones, Arnraur Davip, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Kiusiz, George Wituram Jony, Evesham, Worcester 
| em Keeper Worcester Pet June 17 Ord 

une 1 

Maynina, Tovusxix, & Co, Manchester, Tea Merchants 
Manchester Pet June7 Ord June 19 

Norra, Joun “oo Highfield, New Bradwell, Bucks, 
Signalman rthampton Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Perens, ALFRED, eee Portsmouth, Tobacconist Porte- 
mouth Pet June 18’ Ord June 18 

Pomraet, Jouy, kb 


—_ went Old Broad st High Court Pet March 
23 


June 17 
Rarrety, James Hewry, Worthing, Dealer in Real 
Property Brighton Pet April1l Ord June 18 
Rakusisn, Israzt, Kingston upon Hull, Furniture 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 30 Ord June 18 
Ricuarpson, Lionzt Caarizs, and Rupotpa Douetas 
RICHARDSON, chester, Builders Salford 
Pet June 17° Ord June 17 
Ropers, Reoinatp Arruus, Hove, Sussex, Solicitor 
Brighton Pet July 12,1906 Ord Jan 
SaTTeRTHWAITE, Wir, Witherslack, Westmorland, 
Farmer K Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Simpson Spee Aan, Burnley, Shi ping Merchants 
Clerk B urnley Pet June 19 Ord June 
Grneen, 3. M 7 Jermyn st High Court Pet. May 94 Ord 
une 
Souty, ae Cozsy, Whitstable, Barge Owner Canter- 
bury Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Srexp, Jonn Hucues, Hockley, ‘> ae Baker Bir- 
mingham Pet Junei8 Ord June 1 
Srauno, Hymay, ve nan! an a High Court Pet 
. June “" Ord 4 oe - = 
TAFFORD, CHaRLEs WALTER, on. Electricai Engineer 
Dudley Pet June15 Ord Ju 
Wane, ALEXanpER, Beckwith rd, Ad Hill High Court 
Pet May 29 Ord June 17 
Wesser, ALBert, Hunslet, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Wuitrie.p, AeTuur Rosestsuaw, Barnsley, Upholsterer 
arnsley Pet June18 Urd June 18 
WiGGLesworts, Georacs, , Lancs, Confectioner 
w Preston oo Juue 17 ? June 17 
ILLIAMS, WHITTENBURY aTres, Reading, Engineer 
Reading Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Wituramson, Many Epirn, aaa Engineer Liverpool 
Pet May 17 Ord June 1 
Amended notice ie oA for that published in 
the London Gazette of June 7: 
Speyer, Fran, Essex st, Strand, Clerk High Court Pet 
May 6 Ord May 30 
come '=- notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of June 14: 
comm, Harry peers Walsall, Tailor Walsall Pct 
June 10 Ord June 1 


Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring 
the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 


REPORTER with regularity it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL AND 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 268.; by post, 28s. ; 
Foreign, 308. 4d. 











